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LIST OF APPENDICES—FEBRUARY-JULY SESSION, 1924

. 1.—Select Standing Committee on Banking and Commerce,—Recommending

in its sixteenth report to the House, that its order of reference, reports,

. proceedings and the evidence given before the Committee relating to Home °

Bank depositors, rural credits systems and various other matters, be
printed as an appendix to the Journals of the House and for distribution.
Printed. See Journals at pages 379, 423, 463 and 517.

. 2—Select Standing Committee on Miscellaneous Private Bills,—Reporting

Bill No. 47, incorporating The United Church of Canada, in third report
of the Committee and submitting a copy of its minutes of proceedings
for the information of the House. Not printed. See Journals at pages
389-390.

 3.—Select Standing Committee on Privileges and Elections,—Submitting

its minutes of proceedings, exhibits laid before the Committee and the
evidence taken in connection with the matter of the Honourable James
Murdock which was referred to the said Committee following the motion
of the Honourable Member for West Hastings on the 22nd May. Not
printed See Journals at pages 401-402, 439-443.

. 4—Special Committee appointed to inquire into an old age pension system

for Canada,—Recommending in its second and final report to the House,
that its proceedings together with the evidence given before the Committee,
be printed as an appendix to the Journals of the House. Printed. See
Journals at pages 464-465, 509.

 5._Select Standing Committee on National Railways and Shipping,—

Recommending in its fifth and final report, that its proceedings together with
the evidence taken by the Committee relating to the estimates of the
Canadian National Railways and the Canadian Merchant Marine, and in
regard to the purchase of a certain property in Paris, be printed as an
appendix to the Journals of the House. Printed. See Journals at pages
514-516, 518.

. 6.—Special Committee appointed to consider questions relating to the

pensions, insurance and re-establishment of returned soldiers,—Recom-
mending in its sixth report, that its order of reference, reports, proceedings
and the evidence given before the Committee together with a suitable index
therefor, be printed as an appendix to the Journals of the House, and for
distribution. Printed. See Journals at pages 591-592, 594.
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ORDER OF REFERENCE
PENSIONS

House or CoMmmons,
Tuespay, April 15, 1924.

Resolved,—That a Special Committee be appointed to consider questions
relating to the pensions, insurance and re-establishment of returned soldiers and
any amendments in the existing laws in relation thereto which may be proposed
or considered necessary by the Committee; with power to send for persons,
papers and records, to print from day to day its proceedings and the evidence
taken, for the use of the Committee, and to report from time to time; and that
the said Committee do consist of the following Members, viz:—Messrs. Arthurs,
Black (Yukon), Brown, Caldwell, Carroll, Chisholm, Clark, Clifford, Denis
(Joliette), Hudson, Humphrey, Knox, MacLaren, McKay, Munro, Pelletier,
Power, Raymond, Robinson, Robichaud, Ross (Kingston), Sinclair (Queens,
P.E.L), Sinclair (Oxford), Speakman, Stork, Sutherland and Wallace; and that
Rule 11 be suspended in relation thereto.

Attest.
W. B. NorTHRUP,

Clerk of the House.
WEeDNEsDAY, April 16, 1924.
Ordered,—That the name of Miss Macphail be added to the said Committee.

Attest.
W. B. NorTHRUP,

Clerk of the House.
Frpay, May 30, 1924.
Ordered,—That the quorum of the said Committee be reduced to nine
members.

Attest.
W. B. NorTHRUP,

Clerk of the House.
Frinay, May, 30, 1924.

Ordered,—That the Second Interim Report, dated May 1924, of the Royal
Commission on Pensions and Re-establishment, which was presented to the
House on May 12, be referred to the said Committee.

Attest.
W. B. NORTHRUP,

Clerk of the House.
WEDNESDAY, June 4, 1924.
Ordered,—That the name of Mr. Shaw be added to the said Committee.

Attest.
W. B. NorRTHRUP,

Clerk of the House.
iv
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MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE.

Mr. Jean J. Denis (Joliette), Chairman.

Messrs. Arthurs, Messrs. Munro,
Black (Yukon), Pelletier,
Brown, Power,
Caldwell, Raymond,
Carroll, Robinson,
Chisholm, Robichaud,
Clark, Ross (Kingston),
Clifford, Shaw,
Hudson, Hon. A. B, Sinclair, Hon. J. E,,
Humpbhrey, Sinclair (Oxford),
Knox, Speakman,
MacLaren, Stork,
McKay, Sutherland,

Miss Macphail, Wallace.

V. Cloutier, Clerk of Committee.
J. P. Doyle, Assistant Clerk of Commattee.

MEMBERS OF SUB-COMMITTEES

To draft “ meritorious clause.”—Messrs. Clark, Caldwell, Speakman, Arthurs
and Denis.

To inquire into jurisdiction of Federal Appeal Board.—Messrs. Caldwell,
Speakman, Humphrey, Ross, Clark, Shaw and Denis.
To deal with recommendations for amendments to the Pensions Act, and

to supersede all other sub-committees previously appointed.—Messrs.
Caldwell, Speakman, Humphrey, Ross, Clark, Shaw and Denis.

To consider extra clothing allowance, and revise schedules for Amputation
Cases.—Messrs. Chisholm, Ross, Sinclair, and Caldwell.

To draft recommendation re Soldiers’ Settlement.—Messrs. Denis, Shaw,
and Speakman.
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LIST OF WITNESSES

Mr. W. R. Myers, Amputations Association, Toronto, Ont.

Mr. W. S. Dobbs, Amputations Association, Toronto, Ont.

Miss Jaffray, Amputations Association, Toronto, Ont.

Mr. Lyons, Amputations Association, Toronto, Ont.

Mr. Lambert, Amputations Association, Toronto, Ont.

Major John Barnett, Chairman, Soldier Settlement Board.
Major-General W. A. Griesbach, Senator.

Col. John Thompson, Chairman, Board of Pension Commissioners.
Mr. E. L. Newcombe, Deputy Minister of Justice.

Major E. Flexman, Director of Administration, D.S.C.R.

Major C. B. Topp, Secretary, Federal Appeal Board.

Mr. C. B. Reilly, Acting Chairman, Federal Appeal Board.

Col. N. F. Parkinson, Deputy Minister, D.S.C.R.

Mr. E. H. Scammell, Assistant Deputy Minister, D.S.C.R.

Col. C. W. Belton, Chairman, Federal Appeal Board.

Dr. R. J. Kee, Assistant Medical Adviser, Board of Pension Commissioners.
Mr. J. A. W. Paton, Secretary, Board of Pension Commissioners.
Mr. C. Grant MacNeil, Secretary, G.W.V.A.

Mr. W. G. McQuarrie, M.P., New Westminster, B.C.

Major M. A. Macpherson, G.W.V.A., Regina, Sask.

Mr. Alexander Walker, G.W.V.A., Calgary, Alta.

Mr. A. E. Moore, G.W.V.A., Winnipeg, Man.

Mr. E. S. B. Hind, Secretary-Treasurer, Tuberculous Veterans Association.
Mr. T. L. Church, M.P., Toronto, Ont.

Mr. S. Maber, Acting Chairman, Soldier Settlement Board.

Vi
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10.

14:

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

LIST OF EXHIBITS

Statistics re sales of land, etc. Submitted by Major Barnett.—Read
into evidence.

. Memorandum re Returned Soldiers’ Insurance. Submitted by Major

Flexman.—Read into evidence.

. Memorandum re Federal Appeal Board. Read into evidence. Sub-

mitted by Major Topp.

. Statistics showing Estimated Additional Liability involved in recom-

mendations of the Royal Commission. Printed as appendix. Sub-
mitted by Col. Thompson.

. Statement showing Percentage of Cases Re-appealed. Printed as

appendix. Submitted by Major Topp.

. Copy of Order in Council P.C. 212. Submitted by Major Topp. (Not

printed).

. Letter to G. A. Hooser, D.S.C.R. Read into evidence. Submitted by

Mr. McQuarrie, M.P.

. Letter to G. A. Hooser, from D.S.C.R. Read into evidence. Sub-

mitted by Mr. McQuarrie, M.P.

. Two X-ray Plates re Hooser Case. (Not printed). Submitted by Mr.

McQuarrie.

Exhibit “A,” Report of the Board of Tuberculosis Sanitorium Con-
sultants No. 6. Read into evidence. Submitted by Mr. Hind.
(1-12-20) page 9, Sect. 17-22.

Exhibit “B,” Page 41, Twenty-first Annual Report of the Canadian
Association for the Prevention of Tuberculosis. Read into evidence.
Submitted by Mr. Hind.

Exhibit “ C,” Report of the Department of Civil Re-cstablishment for
the year ending December 31, 1923, paragraph 1, last sentence.
Read into evidence. Submitted by Mr. Hind.

Exhibit “D,” Report of the Board of Tuberculosis Sanitorium Con-
sultants, No. 6 (1-12-20) page 20, Sect. 48-52. Read into evidence.
Submitted by Mr. Hind.

Exhibit “ E,” Report of the Royal Commission on Pensions and Re-
establishment, page 114, paragraphs 3, 4 and 5. Read into evidence.
Submitted by Mr. Hind.

Exhibit “F,” Minimum Pension—Report of the Board of Tuberculosis
Sanitorium Consultants No. 6 (1-12-20), page 11, paragraphs 1-4.
Read into evidence. Submitted by Mr. Hind.

Exhibit “ G,” Difficulty of early diagnosis. Read into evidence. Sub-
mitted by Mr. Hind.

Letter to Chairman from the Tuberculosis Veterans’ Association.
Printed as Appendix. Submitted by Mr. Hind.

Letter to Mr. T. L. Church, M.P. from the D.S.C.R. re special cases.
(Not printed.) Submitted by Mr. Church, M.P.

Copies of Files of Five Special Cases. (Not printed.) Submitted by
DS.CR.

Memorandum re Artificial Limbs. (Not printed.) Submitted by Mr.
Dobbs.
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

House or CoMmMONS,

CommrTTEE Room 436,
Fripay, May 2, 1924.

The Committee pursuant to notice assembled at 10.45 o’clock, a.m.

Members present: Messrs. Black (Yukon), Caldwell, Carroll, Chisholm,
Clark Clifford Denis (Joliette), Knox, Robinson, Ross (Kingston), Sinclair
(Hon. J. E.), Sinclair (Oxford), Speakman, and Wallace.

In attendance Honourable H. S. Béland and Mr. Kyte.

Mr. Clifford moved that Mr. J. J. Denis be elected as Chairman of the
Committee. The motion was unanimously supported and Mr. Denis was
declared elected.

The Chairman expressed his thanks for the confidence which all honourable
members present had shown in electing him to preside as Chairman of the Com-
mittee. Proceeding in his remarks the Chairman referred to some of the ques-
tions which the Committee would have to consider and report upon to the House.

The Minister of the Department of Soldiers’ Civil Re-establishment,
Honourable H. S. Béland, then addressed the Committee referring to the inves-
tigation made by the Ralston Royal Commission, the Pension Act as amended
last year, and the question of land settlement.

Mr. Speakman then submitted that in order to complete the organization of
the Committee, it might be advisable to appoint a Sub-committee to deal with
each of the phases of work such as the question of land settlement and that of
pensions. The Chairman expressed himself favourably to the suggestion, and
that the proposal would be attended to.

On motion of Mr. Caldwell, the Committee then adjourned to meet again
at the call of the Chair.

V. CLOUTIER, :
Clerk of the Committee.

CommMmiTTEE Room 436,
WebNESDAY, May 14, 1924,

1. The Committee met at 11 o’clock a.m., the Chairman, Mr. Jean J. Denis,
presiding.

9. Other Members present:—Miss Macphail, Messrs. Arthurs, Black
. (Yukon), Brown, Caldwell, Carroll, Hudson, Humphrey, Knox, MacLaren,
Munro, Raymond, Robinson, Robichaud, Sinclair (Oxford), and Speakman.

3. The Chairman directed the attention of the Committee to the question
of Soldiers’ Land Settlement which it might proceed to consider, with Major
Barnett, Chairman of the Soldier Settlement Board who was present, and who
could be examined upon the general activities of the administration, also upon
the question of revaluation.

ix
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4. Communication and petition received:—

(1) From J. Valentine, Secretary, Central Ontario Regional Veterans’
Alliance, Toronto,—a resolution recommending that the time allowed in which
to file an appeal before the Federal Appeal Board namely, to August 4, 1924,
be extended to August 4, 1925.

(2) From Walter I. Fawcett, St. Gregor, Saskatchewan,—a petition recom-
mending a revaluation of livestock, equipment, and land in certain cases; also
that payments in kind instead of currency be received; also a relaxation of what
he terms the “ rigid residence clause” to enable a settler to hire a substitute
under guarantee that the Board’s interests will be fully protected.—Said com-=
munications were referred to the Sub-Committee.

5. Major Barnett was called, sworn, and examined. In the course of the
evidence given, Mr. Arthurs, and other members of the Committee requested
certain statistics relating to lands, ete. (See Appendix to Major Barnett’s
evidence in this day’s printed proceedings).

6. The Committee, on motion of Mr. Carroll, then adjourned to meet again
at the call of the Chair.

V. CLOUTIER,
Clerk of the Committee.

WepNEsDAY, May 21, 1924.

The Committee met at 11 o’clock, a.m., the Chairman, Mr. J. J. Denis,
presiding.

Other Members present: Miss Macphail, Messrs. Arthurs, Black (Yukon),
Caldwell, Carroll, Chisholm, Humphrey, Knox, McKay, Robinson, Ross (King-
ston), Sinclair, Hon., Speakman and Wallace.

In attendance:—Major Barnett, Major Ashton, S. Maber, W. C. Cavers,
and Captain Freer, of the Soldier Settlement Board.

Communications received:-—

1. From Toronto Branch, Tuberculosis Association,—requesting considera-
tion re needs of tuberculosis ex-service men including irreducible minimum
pension, ete.

2. From Kentville Branch (N.S.), G.W.V.A., submitted by Mr. Robinson,
M.P., recommending permission of appeal in the following cases:—

(a) From the assessment of pensions to ex-service men and their depend-
ents by the Board of Pension Commissioners. ;

(b) From the cutting off by the Board of Pension Commissioners of pen-
sions awarded to widows of deceased ex-service men.

(¢) From the non-award of pensions by the Board of Pension Commis-
sioners to the widows and dependents of ex-service men.

Also resolution, recommending that the bonus as now included in pensions
awarded to ex-service men, their widows and dependents, be made permanent.——
Referred to Sub-Committee. '

The Chairman submitted that leave might be granted to Major-General
W. A. Griesbach, member of the Senate, to present a verbal statement to the
Committee in respect to amendments of the Pension Act, 1923, the question
of land settlement and revaluation all of which are now under consideration.
Senator Griesbach then proceeded with his statement and the same was con-
sidered by the Committee.
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Major Barnett was re-called for examination upon the question of land
settlement, also as to the statistics which had been requested during his previ-
ous examination relating to resale of lands, etc.

At one o’clock Major Barnett’s examination was not concluded and the
Committee adjourned until Thursday, 22nd May, at 11 o’clock, am.

V. CLOUTIER,
Clerk of the Committee.

CommirTee Room 436,
TrURsDAY, May 22, 1924.
| The Committee met at 11 o’clock a.m., the Chairman, Mr. J. J. Denis, pre-
siding.

Other Members present: Miss Macphail, Messrs. Caldwell, Carroll, Hum-
phrey, Knox, MacLaren, Robinson, Robichaud, Sinclair (Hon. J. E.), Speakman,
and Wallace. '

The Chairman directed the attention of the Committee to an error on
pages 41 and 49 of the printed proceedings.

The Chairman informed the Committee that the Second Interim Report
oi the Ralston Commission was not yet available, and that he would immediately
inquire into the cause of delay.

The Committee preceeded to further consider the question soldiers land
settleln:ient. Major Barnett, Chairman of the Soldier Settlement Board was
recalled.

In the course of the proceedings Mr. Robinson submitted, seconded by Mr.
Carroll, the following proposed resolution:—

That the regulations of the Soldier Settlement Board as given in Circular
No. 376, section 1, dated February 16th, 1924, be not applied to the cases of the
repatriation of Canadian ex-service men.

(See section 1 referred to in the stenographic report).
At one o’clock the Committee adjourned to meet at the call of the Chair.

V. CLOUTIER,
Clerk of the Committee.

CoMmmiTTEE Room 436,
WEeDNESDAY, May 28, 1924.
The Committee met at 10.45 a.m., the Chairman, Mr. J. J. Denis, presiding.
Other Members present:—Miss Macphail, Messrs. Caldwell, Carroll,
Hudson, Humphrey, Knox, MacLaren, McKay, Robinson, Ross (Kingston),
Sinclair, Hon. J. E. Sinclair (Oxford), Speakman, Sutherland, and Wallace.
Major Barnett, Chairman of the Soldier Settlement Board, was recalled
and further examined. In the course of the proceedings, Major Barnett gave
prices at which Farms, Lumber, and raw lands were purchased; also prices
at which salvaged farms were sold, in the various Provinces of Canada.
At one o’clock, the Committee adjourned to meet again on Friday, 30th
May, at 11 o’clock, a.m.
V. CLOUTIER,
Clerk of the Committee.
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Commitree Room 436,
Frmay, May 30, 1924.

The Committee met at 11 a.m., the Chairman, Mr. J. J. Denis, presiding.

Other members present :—Miss Macphail, Messrs. Caldwell, Carroll, Chis-
holm, Clifford, Hudson, Humphrey, Knox, MacLaren, McKay, Robinson, Robi-
chaud, Sinclair, Hon. J. E., and Speakman.

In attendance:—Colonel Thompson and Mr. Paton of the Board of Pension
Commissioners.

Major Barnett, Chairman, Soldier Settlement Board, was recalled for
further examination on land settlement. In the course of the proceedings,
Major Barnett gave figures showing amounts expended for rents of offices, also
cost of administration, and investments in lands, etc.

Mr. Robinson’s resolution submitted on 22nd May for consideration respect-
ing the regulations of the Board which govern the issue of qualification certifi-
cates, was further considered, and it was resolved that Messrs. Robinson, Carroll,
Speakman, Humphrey and Caldwell would confer with the Chairman of the
Board, Major Barnett, as to what arrangements could be best effected.

Mr. Carroll moved, seconded by Mr. Caldwell,—That leave be obtained
from the House to reduce the present quorum of the Committee to nine mem-
bers. Motion carried.

Major Barnett then resumed his evidence until one o’clock when the Com-
mittee adjourned.
V. CLOUTIER,
Clerk of the Committee.

ComMmiTTEE Room 424,
THURSDAY, June 5, 1924.

The Committee met at 11 a.m., the Chairman, Mr. J. J. Denis, presiding.
Other members present were:—Miss Macphail, Messrs, Arthurs, Caldwell,

i

Carroll, Clifford, Humphrey, Knox, Pelletier, Robichaud, Ross (Kingston),
Sinclair (Hon. J. E.) Sinclair (Oxford), Shaw, Speakman, and Wallace.

In attendance:—Col. Thompson and Mr. Paton of the Board of Pension
Commissioners.

Major Barnett, Chairman, Soldier Settlement Board, was recalled for
further examination on land settlement. In opening the meeting the Chairman
announced that there would be no discussion of the recommendations which
Major Barnett was going to make at this meeting, but members of the Com-
mittee might ask questions. Major Barnett then proceeded with his recom-
mendations.

Mr. Speakman gave notice of the following motion to be discussed at a
later date:—Resolved that the Soldier Settlement Act, 1919, as amended in
1922, be further amended to provide:

1. No interest shall be chargeable on principal moneys prior to the due
date thereof.

2. All overdue principal shall bear interest at the rate of 5 per cent per
annum, payable on
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3. All settlers shall be allowed a discount at the rate of 5 per cent per
annum on payments of principal made prior to the due date thereof.

4. The Board shall have discretionary powers to re-locate bona fide settlers
who are found to be located upon manifestly unsuitable farms, such re-locations
to be made without financial loss to the settlers.

5. The Board shall have discretionary powers to cancel, in whole or in part,
the remaining indebtedness in salvage cases where the results of such salvage
and re-sale are insufficient to discharge all accrued obligations in full.

Committee adjourned at 1.05 p.m. to meet again Friday, June 6 at 11 a.m.

J. P. DOYLE,
 Acting Clerk of the Committee.

ComMiTTEE Room 424,
Fripay, June 6th, 1924.

The Committee assembled at 11 a.m. Those present were:—Messrs. J. J.
Denis (Chairman), Humphrey, Knox, McKay, Shaw, and Speakman,

There being no quorum the Chairman adjourned the Meeting until Monday,
June 9th.

ComMmITTEE Room 430,
Moxpay, June 9th, 1924.
The Committee met at 11 a.m., Mr. J. J. Denis, the Chairman, presiding.

Other members present were:—Messrs. Arthurs, Brown, Chisholm, Clark,
Humphrey, Knox, Pelletier, Robichaud, Shaw, Speakman, Stork, and Wallace.

In attendance:—Col. Thompson and Major Flexman, of the Board of
Pension Commissioners.

Col. Thompson was called, sworn, and gave evidence.

Moved by Dr. Chisholm, seconded by Col. Arthurs,—
“That a Sub-committee of three Members be appointed to define the
phrases ‘wilful concealment’, etec.”—Carried.

Col. Thompson suggested that the Department of Justice be requested to
draft a clause that would cover certain cases that he and some Members of the
Committee had in mind, which cases were not already covered by the present
Act, and which were realy meritorious. This clause to be submitted for dis-
cussion at the next Meeting of the Committee.

The Committee adjourned at 1.10 p.m. to meet again Wednesday, June
11th at 11 a.m.

J. P. DOYLE,
Acting Clerk of the Committee.
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ComMITTEE Room 436,
WEDNESDAY, June 11, 1924.
The Committee met at 11 a.m., Mr. Jean J. Denis, the Chairman, presiding.

Other Members present were,—Miss Macphail, Messrs. Arthurs, Caldwell,
Carroll, Chisholm, Clark, Humphrey, Knox, Robinson, Ross (Kingston), Speak-
man, and Wallace.—13.

In attendance,—Col. Thompson and Major Flexman of the Board of Pen-
sion Commissioners,

The Clerk read a letter from the Hon. A. B. Hudson enclosing a resolu-
tion passed by the Brooklands and Weston Branch of the Great War Veterans
Association, Winnipeg, Man., urging that the recommendations contained in
the Report of the Royal Commission be given legislative effect WITHOUT
INTERFERENCE during the present session of Parliament.

The Chairman reported to the Committee the result of his conference
with the Deputy Minister of Justice regarding the framing of a “compassion-
ate” or “meritorious” clause, in accordance with the wishes of the Committee
as expressed at the previous Meeting.

At the suggestion of Dr. Chisholm it was decided that the Deputy Min-
ister of Justice should be invited to attend the next meeting of the Committee
in order to get their vews to enable him to draft the above mentioned clause.

Col. Thompson was recalled and proceeded with his evidence.

The Committee then adjourned at 1.05 p.m. to meet again Friday, June
13th at 11 am. -

JP. DOYLE,
Acting Clerk of the Committee.

ComMmiTTee RooMm 436,
Fripay, June 13th, 1924.
The Committee met at 11 a.m., Mr. Jean J. Denis, the Chairman, presiding.

Other Members present were:—Messrs. Arthurs, Brown, Caldwell, Clark,
Hudson, Humphrey, Knox, McKay, Raymond, Robinson, Robichaud, Ross
(Kingston), Sinclair (Hon. J. E.), Shaw, Speakman, and Wallace.—17.

In attendance:—Mr. Newcombe, Deputy Minister of Justice; Col. Thomp-
son, Chairman of the Board of Pension Commissioners, and Major Flexman,
of the Insurance Branch of the D.S.C.R.

Mr. Newcombe submitted a draft of the “compassionate” or “meritorious”
clause as requested by the Chairman, and after consideration thereof, it was
moved by Mr. Arthurs, seconded by Mr. Wallace, “That Messrs. Clark, Cald-
well, Speakman, Arthurs, and the Chairman, be appointed a Sub-committee
to confer with Mr. C. Grant MacNeil and draft a statement covering what the
Committee has in view, for submission to the Justice Department to enable
the said Department to draft a suitable clause.”—Carried. :
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Recommendations were made by Mr. Shaw submitting a. plan for re-
valuation of land held by soldiers. Consideration of same to take place at
a subsequent meeting of the Committee.

Col. Thompson then proceeded with his evidence.

On the suggestion of Col. Thompson, and the Committee concurring, it
was resolved “That a Sub-committee be appointed to confer with a representative
of the Amputations Association regarding the question of adequate allowance
for certain clothing.”

After further evidence the witness retired, and the Committee adjourned
at 1 p.m., to meet again Tuesday, June 17th, at 11 a.m.

J. P. DOYLE,
Acting Clerk of the Committee.

CommITTEE RooM 436,
TuEesSDAY, June 17th, 1924.

The Committee met at 11 a.m., the Chairman, Mr. Jean J. Denis, presiding.

Other members present: Miss Macphail, Messrs. Arthurs, Caldwell, Clark,
Humphrey, Knox, Pelletier, Robinson, Sinclair (Hon. J. E.), Speakman and
Wallace,—12.

In attendance: Major Flexman, Director of Administration, D.S.C.R.,
Major Topp, Secretary, and Mr. C. B. Reilly, Acting Chairman, Federal Appeal
Board.

The Chairman informed the Committee that Col. Thompson, Chairman of
the Board of Pension Commissioners, was unavoidably absent owing to an urgent
call from Toronto, but that he would appear at the next meeting to conclude
his evidence. :

Major Flexman, called and sworn was examined for evidence relating to
soldiers’ insurance. The witness submitted a statement which is printed in the
evidence.

The Committee, in the course of the evidence given, decided that certain
regulations and practices instituted by the Board of Pension Commissioners
would be further inquired into. It was resolved that the said regulations be
embodied in the minutes of the proceedings.

Major C. B. Topp, called and sworn was examined upon the activities of
the Federal Appeal Board. In the course of his evidence, the witness submitted
a statement which was ordered printed as an appendix to the proceedings. (See
Appendix herein).

The Committee then adjourned at 1.05 p.m., to meet again on Thursday,
June 19th, at 11 a.m.

J. P. DOYLE,
Acting Clerk of the Commattee.
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THURSDAY, June 19, 1924.

The Committee met at 11 am., Mr. Jean J. Denis, the Chairman presid-
ing. :
Other Members present were—Miss Macphail, Messrs, Brown, Caldwell,

Clark, Clifford,Hudson, Humphrey, Knox, Pelletier, Robinson, Sinclair (Hon.
J. E.), Shaw, Speakman, and Wallace—15.

In attendance—Col. Thompson, Chairman, Board of Pension Commis-
sioners; Major C. B. Topp, Secretary, and Mr. C. B. Reilly, Acting Chairman,
Federal Appeal Board.

The Chairman read a telegram, addressed to Mr. Speakman, from the
Provincial Secretary of the G.W.V.A. of Alberta asking the Committee to hear
their delegates and pay their expenses. The Committee, after consideration,
decided that they be invited to express their views in a night lettergram at the
expense of the Committee. The Chairman was requested to wire them to this
effect.

Col. Thompson was recalled, concluded his evidence and retired, a{'sr sub-
mitting a financial report on the “Additional Liability involved by recominenda-
tions of the Royal Commission.”

Major Topp was recalled for further examination. He submitted a state-
ment showing “Percentage of Cases Re-appealed.”

Mr. Reilly called and sworn was examined on the Decisions of the Appeal
Board.

The Committee adjourned at 1.10 p.m. to meet again Friday, June 20th, at
11 a.m.

J. P. DOYLE,
Acting Clerk of the Committee.

ComMmrrTeE Room No. 436,
Fripay, June 20th, 1924.

The Committee met at 11 a.m., Mr. Jean J. Denis, the Chairman, presiding.

Other members present were:—Messrs. Caldwell, Clark, Hudson, Humphrey,
Knox, MacLean, Pelletier, Robinson, Sinclair, (Hon. J. E.), and Speakman.—11.

In attendance:—Mr. C. B. Reilly, Acting Chairman, Federal Appeal Board;
Mr. N. F. Parkinson, Deputy Minister, D.S.C.R.

Mr. Reilly was recalled and examined on the work of the Federal Appeal
Board, having regard especially to differences arising between it and the Board
of Pension Commissioners.

The Committee adjourned at 1.15 p.m. to meet Monday, June 23rd, at
11 a.m.
J. P. DOYLE,

Acting Clerk of the Committee.
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Moxpay, June 23rd, 1924.
The Committee met at 11 a.m., Mr. Jean J. Denis, the Chairman presiding.

Other members present were:—Miss Macphail, Messrs. Caldwell, Humphrey,
Knox, MacLaren, Robinson, Ross (Kingston), Shaw and Speakman.

In attendance:—Mr. C. B. Reilly, Acting Chairman Federal Appeal Board;
Col. N. F. Parkinson, Deputy Minister, Department of Soldiers’ Civil Re-

Iistablishment.

Mr. Reilly was recalled and continued his evidence on cases where differ-
ences arose with the Board of Pension Commissioners.

Mr. Paton, Secretary of the Board of Pension Commissioners, raised the
question of the B.P.C. decisions in reference to cases cited by Mr. Reilly being

included in the records. The Chairman ruled that the decisions of both Boards
should appear but the decisions of the B.P.C. would be taken when their re-

presentative gives evidence.
Recommendations made by Mr. Reilly.
Witness questioned by Committee and Mr. MacNeil.

Moved by Mr. Shaw, seconded by Mr. Humphrey “ That a small Sub-Com-
mittee be appointed to look into the law regarding the jurisdiction of the Appeal

Board, and recommend suitable amendments thereto.”
The motion being carried the following Sub-Committee was appointed.
Messrs. Caldwell, Speakman, Humphrey, Ross, Clark, Shaw and the

Chairman.
-The Witness was further questioned.

Moved by Mr. Speakman, seconded by Mr. Caldwell, “ That one Sub-Com-
mittee be appointed to deal with recommendations for amendments to the
Pensions Act. This Sub-Committee shall supersede all other Sub-Committees.
and all other Sub-Committees are hereby discharged.”

Carried.

The following Sub-Committee was appointed :—Messrs Caldwell, Speakman,
Humphrey, Ross, Clark, Shaw and the Chairman.

The Sub-Committee to meet from two to three o’clock p.m. Tuesday, June
24th, 1924.

The Committee adjourned at 1 o’clock p.m. to meet again Wednesday, June

25th, at 11 a.m.
J. P. DOYLE,
Acting Clerk of the Commattee.

CommirTee RooMm No. 436,
WEDNESDAY, June 25, 1924.

~ The Committee met at 11 a.m., Mr. J. J. Denis, the Chairman, presiding.
Other Members present were:—Messrs. Arthurs, Brown, Caldwell, Carroll,
Chisholm, Knox, Robinson, Ross, Speakman and Wallace.

62



xviii TeSti U SPECTAL COMMITTEE ,
14-15 GEORGE V, A. 1924

Witnesses:—Col. N. F. Parkinson, Deputy Minister, Department of
Soldiers’ ClVll Re-establishment, was called sworn, examined and discharged.

«*Mr. E H. Scammell, Assistant Deputy Minister, was called, sworn and
e).amlned

A Resolutxon was moved by Mr. Arthurs seconded by Mr. Wallace that two
certain proposed amendments to the Department of Soldiers’ Civil Re-estab-
lishment Act, presented to the meeting by Col. Parkinson, be recommended to
the House for legislative action. i

Adopted.

The Committee adjourned.

A. A. FRASER,

Acting Clerk of the Committee.

CommirTEE Room 436,
FrpAY, June 27, 1924.
The Committee met at 11 a.m., Mr. Jean J. Denis, the Chairman, presiding.

Other Members present were:—Messrs. Arthurs; Black (Yukon), Caldwell,
Carroll, Humphrey, Pelletier, Robinson, Ross (Klngston) and ShaW—IO

In attendance :—Col. Belton, Chalrman and Major Topp, Secretary, of the
Federal Appeal Board; Dr. Kee, Asst. Chief Medical Adviser, Board of Pension
Commlssmners and Mr. C. Grant MacNeil, Secretary of the G.W.V.A.

Major Topp was recalled, concluded his evidence, and was" dlscharged
from further attendance.

Col. Belton was called, sworn, examined, and dlqcharged from further
attendance.

The Chairman advised the Committee that special cases Whlch would
illustrate defects either in legislation or administration would be heard,
provided that notice of such cases be given to him so that the officials could
examine the files and be thoroughly conversant with the details of same when
they are brouglit up.

Witness retired.

The Committee adjourned at 1 p.m., to meet again Monday, June 30th
at 11 a.m.

Ir BPaNE e e
Acting Clerk of the Committee.

‘CommiTTEE Room 429,
Moxpay, June 30, 1924.
The Committee met at 11 a.m., Mr. Jean J. Denis, the Chairman, presiding.

Other Members present were:—Miss Macphail, Messrs. Black (Yukon),
Brown, Caldwell, Carroll, Clark, Humphrey, Knox, McKay, Pelletier, Robin-
son, Ross (Klngston), Hon Ji B Smclalr Shaw and Speakman —16. )
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In attendance:—Dr. Kee, Asst. Chief Medical Adviser, and Mr. J. Paton,
Secretary, Board of Pension Commissioners; and Mr. C. Grant MacNeil, Secre-
tary, G.W.V.A.

The Chairman read a telegram from B. W. Rosco, G.W.V.A., Kentville,
N.S., asking the Committee to hear their delegates; also replies from Hon.
H. S. Béland and himself acceeding to their request provided their delegates are
here not later than 11 o’clock a.m., July 2nd.

The Chairman informed the Committee that he was convinced that the
hearing of individual cases which it was proposed to deal with to-day would
not achieve the desired results, and he therefore thought it expedient to proceed
with the examination of the witnesses, and deal with individual cases later if
time permitted. The Committee concurred in this opinion.

Dr. Kee was recalled, examined, and retired.
Mr. Paton was called, sworn, and examined.

Reasons for the decisions of the Board of Pension Commissioners in the
seven cases at variance between the B.P.C. and the Federal Appeal Board
were read.

It was argued that “ Reasons ” should accompany judgments of the Federal
Appeal Board respecting “ entitlement.”

Witness was discharged from further attendance.

Mr. C. Grant MacNeil was called, sworn, and examined regarding amend-
ments to the Pension Act. The witness enumerated the subjects with which
he proposed to deal, stating briefly his reasons for each.

The Committee adjourned at 1.15 p.m. to meet again Tuesday, July 1st,

at 11 a.m.
J. P. DOYLE,
Acting Clerk of the Commattee.

ComMITTEE Room 436,
Tuespay, July 1, 1924.

The Committee met at 11 a.m., Mr. Jean J. Denis, the Chairman, presid-
ing,.

Other Members present were,—Messrs. Arthurs, Black (Yukon), Brown,
Caldwell, Clark, Humphrey, Knox, Pelletier, Robinson, Speakman and Wal-
lace.—12.

Mr. C. Grant MacNeil was recalled and proceeded with his evidence.

The Witness criticized the Board of Pension Commissioners for the manner
in which they interpreted and administered the Pension Act. Several charges
were made, and cases quoted in support of same against the B.P.C.

Proposed amendments to 1923 legislation not dealt with by the Royal Com-
mission were suggested.

The Witness retired.

The Committee adjourned at 1.05 p.m.', to meet again Wednesday, July
2nd, 1924, at 11 a.m.
JLRDOYLE,

Acting Clerk of the Commattee.
6—2%
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ComMITTEE RooM 424,
WebpNEspay, July 2, 1924.
The Committee met at 11 a.m. Mr. Jean J. Denis, the Chairman, being un-

avoidably absent the Clerk requested the Committee to elect a Chairman pro-
tem. Mr. Speakman was elected, and presided.

Other Members present were,—Messrs. Arthurs, Black (Yukon), Brown,
Caldwell, Carroll, Clark, Hudson, Humphrey, Knox, Pelletier, Robinson,
Robichaud, Ross (Kingston), Shaw, Wallace.—15.

In attendance,—Mr. C. Grant MacNeil, Sec’y, G.W.V.A.; Mr. E. S. B. Hind,
Sec’y-Treas., Tuberculosis Veterans Association; Delegates, G.W.V.A.

The Acting Chairman thanked the Committee for the honour conferred
. on him. He then called on Mr. C. Grant MacNeil to continue his evidence.

The witness then proceeded to explain to the Committee the difficulties
that have arisen since the report of the Royal Commission.

The witness concluded his evidence and retired, after introducing to the
Committee the G.W.V.A. delegates from different parts of Canada.

The Committee decided to hear as many of the delegates as possible to-
morrow as the taking of evidence must close then.

Mr. McQuarrie, M.P., sent word that he wished to appear before the Com-
mittee, and the Committee decided to hear him to-morrow.

The Committee adjourned at 1.20 p.m. to meet again Thursday, July 3rd,
at 11 a.m.
J. P. DOYLE,
Acting Clerk of the Committee.

CoMmmiTTEE Room 436,
THURsDAY, July 3, 1924.

The Committee met at 11 o’clock, a.m., Mr. Jean J. Denis, the Chairman,
presiding.

Other Members present were:—Messrs. Arthurs, Black (Yukon), Brown,
Caldwell, Carroll, Chisholm, Clark, Hudson, Humphrey, Knox, McKay, Pel-
letier, Robinson, Ross (Kingston), Speakman, Wallace.—17.

The Chairman then called on Mr. McQuarrie, M.P., who desired to be
heard by the Committee.

Mr. McQuarrie proceeded to give evidence, urging the advisability of
extending the jurisdiction of the Federal Appeal Board to hear appeals on
assessment, and cited individual cases demonstrating the necessity thereof.

Mr. McQuarrie concluded his evidence and retired.

Major M. A. Macpherson of Regina, Sask., was called, sworn, and gave
evidence on the soldiers’ settlement scheme. He recommended a Capital Cut
in the value of soldier settlers’ farms.
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Regarding soldiers’ pensions, he stated that Mr. MacNeil’s evidence repre-
sented the views of the returned soldiers.

With reference to the Federal Appeal Board, he argued that appeal should
be heard on assessment as well as entitlement.

The witness concluded his evidence and was discharged from further
attendance.

Mr. Alexander Walker of Calgary, Alta., was called, sworn, and examined.
He thanked the Committee on behalf of Alberta men for the opportunity of
expressing their views.

In speaking of land settlement, he recommended the waiving of all interest
charges in preference to a Capital Cut or re-valuation, and also recommended
that soldier settlers on unsuitable farms should be transferred to suitable
farms without loss to the settler.

He spoke of the difficulty of getting cases settled by the Board of Pension
Commissioners on account of the Board placing on the applicants the onus
of producing proof.

He also concurred in the evidence submitted by Mr. MacNeil, and added

that little weight was given by the Board of Pension Commissioners to the
opinions of outside medical men.

The Witness concluded his evidence, and was discharged from further
attendance.

Mr. MacNeil was recalled, examined and retired.

Mr. A. E. Moore, Winnipeg, Man., was called, sworn, and examined. He
spoke on the unemployment situation and vocational training.

He recommended the establishment of a soldiers’ home in each province
for ex-service men untit for work.

The Witness concluded his evidence, and was discharged from further
attendance.

The Chairman thanked the Witnesses, and extended through the delegates

to the ex-service men of Canada a message of sympathetic appreciation of
their claims.

Mr. Humphrey gave notice of motion regarding the Board of Pension Clom-
misioners.

The Committee adjourned at 2 p.m., to meet again to-morrow, July 4, at
11 am.

J. P. DOYLE,
Acting Clerk of the Committee.

CommITTEE RooMm 436,
Fray, July 4, 1924.
The Committee met at 11 o’clock a.m., Mr. Jean J. Denis, the Chairman,
presiding.

Other Members present were: Messrs. Arthurs, Black (Yukon), Brown,

Caldwell, Hudson, Humphrey, Raymond, Robinson, Sinclair (Hon. J. E.),
Speakman, and Wallace.—12.
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In attendance: Mr. E. S. B. Hind, Dominion Secretary-Treasurer of the
Tuberculous Veterans’ Association.

Mr. Hind was called, sworn, and examined regarding the treatment of tuber-
culosis cases of ex-service men. He recommended that the standard of the
American Tuberculosis Association be adopted in Canada. Also that the time
limit of one year after discharge for the diagnosis of tubercular cases should

be extended.
The witness recommended that the jurisdiction of the Federal Appeal Board
should be extended to cover assessment.

Mr. MacNeil received permission from the Chairman to make a statement
corroborating Mr. Hind’s evidence, and cited illustrative cases.

After further questions Mr. Hind concluded his evidence and was discharged
from further attendance.

Mr. Arthurs gave notice of the following motion:—

Moved by Mr. Arthurs, seconded by Mr. Caldwell,—

“ (1) That any member of the forces or a dependent or prospective
dependent shall have the right to appeal to the Federal Appeal Board
from any decision of the Board of Pension Commissioners provided

that:—
(a) He shall file with the Federal Appeal Board a statement

showing what decision he desires to appeal from, and give reasons.
(b) That the Federal Appeal Board find the above reasons
sufficient to warrant such appeal.
The Sub-committee was requested to meet this afternoon at 4 o’clock.
The Committee adjourned at 12.55 o’clock p.m. to meet again Monday,
July 7, at 11 o’clock a.m.
J.. P DOYLE,

Acting Clerk of the Committee.

Commirtee Room No. 436,
Monpay, July 7, 1924.

The Committee met at 11 o’clock a.m., Mr. Jean J. Denis, the Chairman
presiding.

Other Members present were:—Messrs. Black (Yukon), Clark, Humphrey
McKay, Raymond, Robinson, Ross, Sinclair (Oxford), Shaw, and Speakman.—
11

In attendances—Mr. Maber, Acting Chairman Soldier Settlement Board

The Chairman read a telegram from the Amputations Association advising
that their delegates would be here Tuesday, July 8th, 1924,

The Chairman read a letter from Mr. Hind, Dominion Secretary-Treasurer,
Tuberculous Veterans’ Association, citing individual cases in support of the
evidence submitted by him.

Moved by Mr. Humphrey, seconded by Mr. Shaw,

“That in view of the representations and information presented tc
this Committee:
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“This Committee recommends to the Governor in Council that the
Commissioners constituting the Board of Pension Commissioners for
. Canada be removed from office.”

In secondmg this resolution Mr. Shaw made the following statement:—

‘ “Mr. Chairman:—I think the matter embodied in the resolution
should be considered by this Committee. This is the more important in
view of the representations made by soldier representatives before the
Committee. While I have an open mind on the subject, I do not think
the discussion should fail for want of a seconder to Mr. Humphrey’s
resolution.”

The Chairman ordered a special notice for the discussion of this resolution.

It was moved by Mr. Speakman, seconded by Mr. Shaw,
“That special notice be given for the discussion of the Soldiers
Settlement Act, 1919, and amendments thereto,”
Adopted.

Discussion of amendments to the Pensions Act followed:—

(1) Amendment drafted by Mr. Clark for the Sub-Committee re
Section 12-1 (misconduct clause) was reported to the Main Committee
and further amended.

Adopted as amended.

(2) Section 12-2—“Meritorious Clause” drafted by Committee—
Adopted.

(3) Section 13—The recommendation of the Ralston Commission
adopted as amended.
It was decided to discuss Mr. Humphrey’s resolution at the next meeting.
The Committee adjourned at 1.20 o’clock p.m., to meet again at 11 o’clock
a.m., Tuesday, July 8th, 1924,
JoPoDUYLE,
Acting Clerk of the Committee.

CommrirTEE Room 436,
Tuespay, July 8, 192¢

The Committee met at 11 o’clock a.m., Mr. Jean J. Denis, the Chsirman,
presiding. ,

* Other Members present were:—Messrs. Black (Yukon), Brown, Caldwell,
Carroll, Clark, Clifford, Humphrey, Knox, Raymond, Robinson, Ross (Kingston),
and Speakman,—14.

In Attendance:—Mr. Church, M.P.; Mr. Dobbs, and Mr. Myers, of the
Amputations Association, Toronto.

The Chairman read a Resolution moved by Mr. Humphrey, seconded by Mr.
Shaw, :

“That in view of the representations and information presented to
this Committee:

“This Committee recommends to the Governor in Council that the
Commissioners constituting the Board of Pension Commissioners for
Canada be removed from office.”

The question of whether or not the motion was in order was discussed.
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The Chairman ruled the motion out of order, stating his reasons for so doing,
and quoting authorities to justify this ruling.

The Chairman assured the Committee that he had not the slightest objection
to the ruling of the Chair being appealed and if such appeal were sustained he
would be pleased to report to Parliament the decisions of the Committee.

It was moved by Mr. Caldwell, seconded by Mr. Carroll,
“That the Committee appeal from the ruling of the Chair.”
It was then noted that the motion on which the Chairman ruled differed
materially from the motion of which notice had been given.

Mr. Caldwell, with the consent of Mr. Carroll, his seconder, withdrew his
motion appealing against the ruling of the Chair.

Mr. Humphrey withdrew his motion and substituted therefor a motion,
seconded by Mr. Carroll, conforming to the wording of the motion of which
notice had been given, and reading as follows:—

“That in view of the evidence brought before this Committee, this
Committee bring in a report to the House, recommending the dismissal
of the Board of Pension Commissioners.”

The Chairman ruled that this motion was not in order.

Mr. Caldwell moved, seconded by Mr. Carroll, that the Committee appeal
* from the ruling of the Chair.
The question being put to a vote the appeal was sustained.

Consideration of the motion was, after discussion, postponed. The Chair-
man ordered that the Members of the Committee be specially notified when this
motion is again brought up.

Mr. T. L. Church, M.P. addressed the Committee and urged that the
Pensions Act be amended so as to facilitate the early settlement of many just
claims which do not now come within the scope of the Act.

Mr. Dobbs of the Amputation Association, was called and examined. He
mentioned the employment aid by the Government. He also referred to the
improvements in artificial limbs, and suggested that the Amputations Associa-
tion should be consulted on this subject. He advocated increased attendant’s
allowance for the blind.

The witness concluded his evidence and retired.

Mr. Myers of the Amputation Association, Toronto, was called and
examined.

He thanked the Committee for the courtesies extended to the delegates of
the Amputation Association on a former occasion.

He referred to the recommendation in Col. Thompson’s evidence that certain
allowances should be made for extra wear and tear of clothing in amputation
cases.

At the suggestion of the witness, the Chairman appointed a Sub-committee
to deal with this question.

Dr. Chisholm, Dr. Ross, Dr. Sinclair, and Mr. Caldwell, were appointed
members of the Sub-committee to confer with Mr. Dobbs, Mr. Myers, and the
expert from the Board of Pension Commissioners.

The witness having concluded his evidence retired.
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Mr. Paton asked for an opportunity for the Pension Board Officials to make
a statement and the Chairman promised it would be given at a subsequent meet-
ing.
The Committee adjourned at 1.30 o’clock p.m., to meet again at 11 o’clock
a.m. Wednesday, July 9th, 1924
J. P DOYLE,
Acting Clerk of the Commaittee.

ComMmIiTTEE Room 436,
WeDNESDAY, JULy 9, 1924
The Committee met at 11 o’clock a.m., Mr. Jean J. Denis, the Chairman,
presiding.

Other Members present were.—Messrs. Arthurs, Black (Yukon), Brown,
Caldwell, Clark, Clifford, Humphrey, Knox, Raymond, Robinson, Robichaud,
Ross (Kingston), Shaw, Speakman, Wallace.—16.

In attendance:—Mr. J. A. W. Paton, Secretary, Board of Pension Com-
missioners.

Mr. Paton was recalled and gave statement in behalf of the Board of
Pension Commissioners regarding Mr. MacNeil’s evidence.

Colonel N. F. Parkinson, Deputy Minister, Department Soldiers’ Civil
Re-establishment, gave explanation of method of selecting Medical Examiners
for the Department of Soldiers’ Civil Re-establishment, and the Board of
Pension Commissioners.

After further questioning Mr. Paton concluded his evidence and retired.
Mr. C. Grant MacNeil stated that he had documentary proof to support
the evidence which he submitted and which Mr. Paton claimed was not correct.

The Committee then proceeded to the consideration of Mr. Humphrey’s
motion regarding the Board of Pension Commissioners.
It was moved by Mr. Arthurs, seconded by Mr. Caldwell,

“That this resolution be considered ‘in camera’.”
Adopted unanimously.
The Chairman then read the resolution, and discussion followed.

The Committee adjourned at 1.30 o’clock p.m. to meet again, Thursday,
July 10, at 11 o’clock a.m.

J. P. DOYLE,
Acting Clerk of the Commattee.

CommrirTee Room No. 436,
TaURrsDAY, July 10, 1924.
The Committee met at 11 o’clock a.m., Mr. Jean J. Denis, the Chairman,
presiding.

Other Members present were:—Messrs. Arthurs, Black (Yukon), Brown,
Caldwell, Clark, Clifford, Humphrey, Knox, Robinson, Robichaud, Sinclair
(Oxford), Shaw, Speakman and Wallace.—15.
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In attendance:—Mr. J. A. W. Paton, Secretary, Board of Pension Com-
missioners; Col. N. F. Parkinson, Deputy Minister, D.S.C.R.; Mr. E. H.
Scammel, Assistant Deputy Minister, D.S.C.R.

After brief discussion it was decided to consider amendments to the Pen-
sion Act instead of continuing discussion on Mr. Humphrey’s resolution as
stated in the Orders of the Day.

Referring to Section 12-(1), the recommendation of the Ralston Com-
mission on page 13 of the Second Interim Report was adopted.

It was moved that Section 12, Subsection 2, be repealed, and be replaced
by a new Section No. 22.
Adopted.

Referring to Section 13, the recommendation of the Ralston Commission,
as shown on pages 16 and 17 of the Second Interim Report was adopted as
amended.

Section 17. The recommendation on page 18 of the Second Interim Report
of the Ralston Commission was adopted.

Sections 23-(5), 33-(2), the recommendation of the Ralston Commission
on page 22 of the Second Interim Report was adopted as amended.

Section 31-(3), the recommendation of the Ralston Commission on page
23, of the Second Interim Report was adopted as amended.

Section 33-(1), the recommendation of the Ralston Commission on page
31, of the Second Interim Report was adopted as amended.

Section 34-(1), and 34-(3), the recommendation of the Ralston Commis-
. sion on page 35, of the Second Interim Report was adopted.

Section 38. The recommendation of the Ralston Commission on page 37
was adopted as amended.

Section 41. The recommendation of the Ralston Commission on page 39
of the Second Interim Report was adopted.

Re Lump Sum Payments, the recommendations of the Ralston Commis-
sion on pages 42 and 43 of the Second Interim Report were adopted.

Re Schedules A and B, the recommendations of the Ralston Commission
on page 45, of the Second Interim Report were adopted.

Ky Pension Bonus, the recommendations of the Ralston Commission on
page 45, were adopted as amended.

Re Table of Disabilities, the recommendation of the Ralston Commission
on page 48 was adopted.

Re Tuberculous cases, the recommendations of the Ralston Commission on
page 49, of the Second Interim Report were adopted as amended.

Re jurisdiction of the Federal Appeal Board, the amendment drafted by
the Sub-committee regarding this was adopted.

The Committee adjourned at 1.30 o’clock p.m., to meet again to-morrow,
Friday, July 11, at 11 o’clock a.m. :
J. P. DOYLE, ;

Acting Clerk of the Committee.
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CoMmMITTEE RooMm 424,

Fripay, July 11, 1924.
The Committee met at 11 o’clock a.m., Mr. Jean J. Denis, the Chairman,
presiding.

Other Members present were:—Messrs. Arthurs, Black, Caldwell, Humphrey,
Knox, Robinson, Speakman, and Wallace.—9.

In attendance:—Mr. J. A. W. Paton, Secretary, Board of Pension Commis-
sioners, Col. N. F. Parkinson, Deputy Minister, D.S.C.R., Mr. E. H. Scammel,
Assist. Deputy Minister, D.S.C.R.

Mr. Humphrey requested that consideration of his motion regarding the
Board of Pension Commissioners be deferred until Tuesday. The Chairman
assured him it would not be dealt with before Tuesday.

The Chairman read the proposed second report of the Committee and same
was discussed and amended.

It was moved by Mr. Arthurs, seconded by Mr. Wallace—
“ That the Report as read be adopted.”
Adopted unanimously.

The Committee adjourned at 1 o’clock p.m., to meet again Monday,
July 14th, at 11 o’clock, a.m.
JI P DOYLE,
Acting Clerk of the Commattee.

ComMmITTEE Room 424.
Monpay, July 14, 1924.
The Committee met at 11 o’clock a.m., Mr. Jean J. Denis, the Chairman,
presiding.

Other Members present were:—Messrs. Brown, Caldwell, Clark, Hum-
phrey, Knox, Robichaud, Sinclair (Oxford), Shaw, and Speakman.—10.

In attendance:—Mr. S. Maber, Acting Chairman Soldier Settlement Board.

Mr. Maber was called, sworn, and examined, regarding the respective
advantages and. cost of the propositions submitted by Mr. Shaw, and Mr.
Speakman.

The witness also gave figures showing the existing financial situation under
the Soldier Settlement Act.

The Committee adjourned at 1.30 o’clock p.m. to meet again at 8.00 o’clock
this evening.
: J. P. DOYLE,
Acting Clerk of the Commaittee.



xxviii SPECIAL COMMITTEE
14-15 GEORGE V, A. 1924
ComMITTEE RooMm 429,

Moxnnpay, 8 o’clock, p.m., July 14, 1924.

The Committee met at 8 o’clock p.m., Mr. Jean J. Denis, the Chairman,
presiding.

Other Members present were:—Messrs. Black (Yukon), Brown, Caldwell,
Clark, Hudson, Humphrey, Knox, Ross (Kingston), Shaw, Speakman, and
Wallace.—12.

In attendance:—Mr. S. Maber, Acting Chairman, Soldier Settlement Board.

Mr. Speakman, after consultation with Mr. Shaw, outlined a plan combining
the two propositions.

Mr. Maber was recalled and questioned.

Moved by Mr. Humphrey, seconded by Mr. Caldwell:

“That the plan outlined by Mr. Speakman be accepted, and that a Sub-
committee consisting of the Chairman, Mr. Shaw, and Mr. Speakman, be
appointed to draft the recommendation.”

Adopted.
The Sub-committee immediately drafted the recommendation.

Moved by Mr. Caldwell, seconded bv Mr. Knox,

“That the Government take under its serious consideration the payment
by the Government of School Taxes on Salvaged lands belonging to the Soldier
Settlement Board.”

Adopted.
Consideration of Mr. Humphrey’s resolution was deferred until next meeting.

The Committee after considering and adopting their Third, Fourth, and
Fifth Reports adjourned at 11.30 o’clock p.m., to meet again at 11.30 a.m.,
Tuesday, July 15, 1924.

: J. P. DOYLE,
Acting Clerk of the Committee.

CoMmMITTEE RooMm 424,
Tuespay, July 15th, 1924.

The Committee met, in camera, at 11.30 o’clock a.m., Mr. Jean J. Denis,
the Chairman, presiding.

Other Members present were:—Messrs. Brown, Caldwell, Clark, Humphrey,
Knox, Raymond, Robinson, Robichaud, Ross (Kingston), Sinclair (Oxford),
Shaw, Speakman and Wallace.—14.

Mr. Humphrey moved,—

“That in view of the representations and information presented to this
Committee, this Committee recommends that a report be submitted to the
House recommending that the Commissioners constituting the Board of Pension
Commissioners for Canada be removed from office.”
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Mr. Arthurs moved in amendment thereto,—

“That all the words after the word ‘that’ in the main motion be struck
out and the following substituted therefor,”—

“ evidence has been produced befcre this Committee that there is general
dissatisfaction among returned men and pensioners with certain decisions made
by the Board of Pension Commissioners, and to the effect that sympathetic
consideration has not been given to the applicants for relief.”

Mr. Speakman moved,—

“That the proposed amendment he amended by substituting the following
words in lieu of all the words contained in the said proposed amendment,”—

“In view of the widespread dissatisfaction amongst returned men and
others, and the representations made in regard to the attitude shown by the
present Board of Pension Commissioners, your Committee has taken evidence,
and, having considered the matter very carefully, has come to the following
conclusions.”

“That the interests of the returned men will be better safeguarded, and
the intent of Parliament will be better carried into effect, by a more sympathetic
interpretation of the Pensions Act and its various schedules, and that this can
be best carried out by the reorganization of the Board of Pension Com-
missioners and the medical service attached thereto.”

“And we therefore recommend to Parliament that the Government be
asked to take the necessary steps to earry this resolution into effect.”

The question being put on the amendment to the amendment it was
agreed to. (On division.)

The question being put on the amendment as amended, it was agreed to.
The question being put on the motion as so amended, it was agreed to.

Ordered:—* That the said Resolution as amended be adopted as the
Fifth Report of the Committee, and be presented to the House as such.

The Committee adjourned at 1.30 o’clock, p.m.

J. P. DOYLE,
Acting Clerk of the Committee.
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SUMMARY OF ADDRESS MADE TO ORGANIZATION MEETING OF
PARLIAMENTARY COMMITTEE ON PENSIONS AND RE-ESTAB-
LISHMENT, MAY 2, 1924, BY MR. JEAN J. DENIS, M.P., AFTER
BEING ELECTED CHAIRMAN.

GeNTLEMEN,—My first words to you, upon being elected Chairman of this
Committee, must be words of thanks for the very high honour you have con-
ferred upon me and also the confidence you have placed in me.

However, it is not without a sentiment of diffidence that I am accepting the
Chairmanship of this Committee. Indeed, although I am thankful to you for
your generosity towards me, I do not know whether it is a gift that I am receiv-
ing at your hands or a burden which I am assuming to carry. Itisa gift, indeed,
if I consider the confidence which you are placing in me, the very important work
which, together, we will be called upon to accomplish and the opportunity which
shall be given me to recognize the services rendered to all of us by the returned
men. It is a burden if I consider the amount of work which will, of necessity,
devolve upon me by reason of my being Chairman of this Committee. At all
events, I may assure you that in the fulfillment of this new duty I shall give
all the attention, care and steadfastness of which I am capable.

There are several Acts of Parliament relating to the Returned Soldiers: we
have the act known as “ The Pension Act,” “ The Soldier Settlement Act,” and
the “ The Returned Soldiers’ Insurance Act.” We have also “ The Department
of Soldiers’ Civil Re-establishment Act.” All of these Acts were passed about
the time of the conclusion of the Great War to help and assist the returned men.
All of these Acts are important. They have been amended practically every year
—each of them. Doubtless you will be called upon in the course of the present
Session of Parliament to recommend new amendments to these Acts.

I need not tell you what the object of this Committee is; this you know as
well as I do. This Committee is simply a body organized to look into the
different, questions which are presented to us, study these questions, study the
proposed improvements to the laws now existing, express an opinion of these
laws and upon the proposed amendments, prepare these amendments as they
should be prepared in the opinion of the Committee and report to Parliament.

In the course of our labours we have two things to consider; one is the needs
and the rights of the Returned Soldiers, the other is the resources of the
country and its capacity to meet these needs. Of the needs and the rights of
the returned men I could not speak too emphatically. Not only are the men
deserving of our admiration, but they have acquired rights which we must make
it our duty to meet in the fullest possible way.

We read in ancient history that the fate of two great nations was once
decided, by consent of both nations, by the combat of three warriors representing
each side. I am referring to the battle between Horatii and the Curiatii. It
was in the early days of Rome, when that city was at war with Alba. The two
armies were facing one another. In order to avoid the massacre which would
surely ensue if the two armies were allowed to clash, the Romans, on the one
side, and the Albans, on the other, agreed that the battle would be fought by
three brothers, the Horatii on the side of the Romans and Curiatii on the
side of the Albans. The battle was so fought by three men on each side and
victory favoured the Romans. The two armies did not clash and the decision
was accepted as representing a victory by the Romans over the Albans.

6—3 ! 5
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Let us suppose now that in the Great War, something similar would have
occurred, and Canada, instead of being represented by hundreds of thousands of
men, would have been represented by one man. And let us suppose further that
the result would have been the same, namely, that our soldier would have
returned to Canada victorious. I ask this Committee what would have been the
reward offered by Canada to the soldier who would have fought and won her
battle? No prize nor gift would have been thought too great to offer our
victorious soldier. No honour would have been too high, no treasure too precious.
Such are the sentiments, I am sure, of all the members of this Committee as
well as of Parliament and of the whole Nation.

But, instead of having to reward one victorious soldier, this country has had
to reward hundreds of thousands, and on that account the reward was not and
could not be all that we would have wished it to be. Canada, impoverished by
a long struggle, having seen her public debt increased eight to ten fold, has done
the best she could for her returned men, and is still willing and proud to continue
doing in the future the best she possibly can for her returned men.

These are my sentiments and those of the members of this Committee as
well, T am quite sure.

SUMMARY OF ADDRESS MADE TO ORGANIZATION MEETING OF
PARLIAMENTARY COMMITTEE ON PENSIONS AND RE-ESTAB-
LISHMENT ON MAY 2, BY THE HONOURABLE H. S. BELAND.

Mr. CHAIRMAN, in addressing your Committee I am anxious in the first
place to make clear the fact that my remarks are not in any way to be con-
sidered as instructions. I am very anxious that the Committee should, as in the
past, give careful consideration to the various phases of the subject before them
and to arrive at their conclusions after close investigation into the various
matters based on evidence that they receive. I would not desire either at this
stage or at any other time, to influence the decisions of your Committee in any
way. I am making these comments to you simply for the purpose of laying
before you my own opinion on the various matters which will be available for
your consideration in the same degree as any other evidence you may receive.

As regards the work of your Committee, you are aware of course that the
Ralston Royal Commission which was appointed at the close of the session
of 1922, and which has gone into the whole matter of soldiers’ re-establish-
ment, pension, and land settlement, very fully, and has visited in this con-
nection and received evidence in every large centre in Canada, has not yet
submitted its final report and recommendations. It is my impression that
while evidence was presented to the Commission on the question of land settle-
ment, it will not be as fully dealt with as other phases, and that your Com-
mittee should in the first instance consider the question of land settlement, pac-
ticularly in view of the urgency of the situation brought about by rapid changes
in land and other values. Very insistent demands have been made by the ex-
soldiers who have taken up the land settlement scheme, for a re-valuation of
their land, stock, and equipment, based on the changes met with in the values of
these items in the past few years. It is my opinion, as I have indicated, that
your Committee should first deal with this phase of the subject, which is no doubt
covered in the reference made to you under the general heading of Re-establish-
ment.

When the Ralston Commission Report is received, I will make an immediate
motion in the House that it should be referred to your Committee for con-
sideration and report as to the Government action that should be taken to give
the necessary effect to such recommendations and which in the opinion of your
Committee should be dealt with. This may involve changes in the present
legislation either in pension or soldiers’ re-establishment, or in both.
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I would refer you to a change made in the Pension Act last year as a
result of an amendment proposed to the Act, in the Senate. This amendment is
known as the “ Meritorious Clause.” It was supposed to provide that certain
cases could be dealt with on the joint action of the Board of Pension Com-
missioners and the Federal Appeal Board. One of your members, I think it was
Gen. Clark, last year, in the House mentioned the inability of these bodies to
take action under the clause as was evidently intended. He stated that in his
opinion the wording of the clause was such as to make it impossible for these
bodies to act. At the same time I replied that in my opinion the necessary power
was there. I find now that I was mistaken. The Pension Board and the Appeat
Board have jointly reported that after legal advice it is their opinion that the
clause does not provide the necessary power for them to act. I am now in
agreement with them in this opinipn, and feel that this clause in particular
should be referred to you for consideration and such revision as you may deem
advisable.

May I say in conclusion that while the calling of such witnesses as you may
require, and the receiving of such evidence as you consider necessary is in your
own hands, the investigation made by the Ralston Commission during the past
two years has been very complete. They have, as indicated, held sittings in
practically every large centre in Canada and heard evidence from the various
ex-soldier bodies, and in my opinion, it will not be necessary for your Com-
mittee to receive as much evidence on the various phases of the work as has
been the practice in past committees dealing with this matter. Further, as
you are aware, it is the general desire of the Government and of the House.
to prorogue some time towards the first of July. In my opinion, your report
should be ready for submission in about four or five weeks’ time, so that the
contents of same may be given full consideration by the House without unduly
hastening the procedure.

At the close of the Honourable Minister’s address Mr. Caldwell expressed
the opinion that the work which was done last year in the improvement of the
Pension Act had been, to some extent, nullified by the Senate.

Mr. Carroll stated that there was an impression that the Pension Act had
been changed in the Department after it passed the House of Commons. This,
Dr. Béland denied. He had heard such a rumor, but it was not so. As a matter
of fact there had been a verbal change which did not in any way affect the
Bill, but this was all.

6—3%
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ComwmitTEE Room 435,
House or CoMMONS,
TaURsDAY, May 8, 1924.

The Special Committee appointed to consider questions relating to Pensions,
Insurance and Re-establishment of Returned Soldiers informally met at
4 o’clock p.m., the Chairman, Mr. Denis, presiding. Members of the Committee
and of the House were present to receive a deputation of the Amputations Asso-
ciation, who are now holding their Convention in Ottawa.

The CuamrmaN: Ladies and Gentlemen,—It is a very agreeable duty for
me indeed to receive, together with the Committee, the members of the Ampu-
tations Associations who are now visiting Ottawa.

This morning T met Mr. Speakman, who is a member of our Committee,
and who is known to be most assiduously devoted to the cause of the returned
men. I knew that this organization was visiting Ottawa now, but I had not
had the opportunity of meeting them. Mr. Speakman told me this morning
that we would have the privilege this afternoon of meeting the Amputations’
Association’s representatives who are here now, and immediately I expressed to
Mr. Speakman my very great pleasure in learning that the Committee would
have this opportunity of meeting these representatives. I immediately sent a
personal letter to all the members of the Committee inviting them to be here at
four o’clock, and I wish to thank the members of the Committee who have
responded so generously and in such numbers to my invitation. They have
come here to meet representatives of the returned men, and they deserve to be
congratulated.

This morning, upon reading the newspapers, I came across a paragraph
which I think I shall read to the Committee as part of my opening remarks.
This appears in the Ottawa Citizen of this morning and has reference to the
parade of yesterday, reading as follows:—

“ There has seldom been seen a more thrilling spectacle of a finer illus-
tration of the sacrifices of patriotism than that when they marched in
fours along Wellington street and up to the Centre Block to the Parlia-
ment House led by the men with crutches and artificial limbs in the front
ranks. Men stood and watched the Veterans go by, and as they did so
had to swallop lumps in their throats or force back tears from their eyes.”

I think, ladies and gentlemen, that description depicits very, very well our
feelings towards the returned men, and more particularly toward those who have
been afflicted with infirmities. Whoever we are, to whatever political party
we belong, whatever might be our creed, there is one thing which bears very
strongly upon every one of us, and it is this: that the returned men must be
looked upon as heroes and as men to whom this country is indebted to a degree
that it will never be able to repay. Therefore, welcome do I say to the repre-
sentatives of the returned men who are here now. I wish to welcome you in
this building, which is your building, and to this Parliament, which is your
Parliament, and I will say further that only for your efforts and sacrifices this
magnificent pile on Parliament Hill, the pride of the nation, might never have
been built.

Now, I will not take up the time of the Committee any longer but I will
say to you men who are here now, don’t tell us what you are here for; we don’t
want to know. You are here to visit us and we are glad and happy and proud
to receive you, and you are welcome. Perhaps you are here to express some
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needs, but those you should not be obliged to express; we should know in advance
what your needs are; what you require, and not wait until we are asked to
meet your wishes. Such are my own feelings and sentiments towards you, and
I know that in so speaking I am only translating the feelings and sentiments of
this Committee.

We have among us Mr. Myers, the representative of the Dominion Execu-
tive of the Amputations Association of Canada, and I will ask him to address
you.
Mr. R. Mygrs: Mr. Chairman, ladies and gentlemen, I must express the
appreciation first of all of the Association, which I am honoured at this moment
to represent, for the many kind words of your Chairman. It is an inspiration
to us to hear you speak that way, and I knew as I sat here that you are sincere
in this. Now, we decided some years ago to hold a convention in Ottawa about
this time. In Vancouver we were having a convention, and following the
report of the last Parliamentary Committee we found that legislation had been
introduced which was dealing with the question of pensions, and the continu-
ance of the bonus. We felt at the time that we ought to get, in some manner,
an expression of opinion from the public of this country as to what their atti-
tude would be in Parliament’s desire to deal with the returned soldier, so we laid
plans for a campaign which we called a Publicity Campaign. We are merely a
small organization representing men who have lost a limb or limbs or complete
eyesight, and we felt that in any request that we should make, any definite
request that we should make of the Parliament of Canada, we should be sure
as to our ground. So we inaugurated a Publicity Campaign. We raised the
funds for this campaign from our own ranks. We went to ourselves and each
of us in a small way contributed for the purpose of carrying on this campaign.
Now, down in Toronto, by the fact that our headquarters were there, we had
to carry the campaign on from there, but we came to the decision that we
would not dictate the policy of the different parts of Canada, because what-
ever decision we arrived at we wanted it to be representative of the entire
country, and rather than give them any particular lead we felt that it would
be fairer to everybody to allow them to go their own course, but along certain
lines.

It had been suggested to us that we carry on a national campaign of large
magnitude, and in fact there were people who were ready to underwrite a
campaign for a very large amount of money, but we decided after feeling out
opinion that this would not be a wise course, inasmuch as we felt that there was
enough chaos and so much getting back to normal after the war that it would
not do at all to arouse public sentiment or -opinion as far as we were concerned;
we felt that it was our duty as returned soldiers to try in some way to make a
settlement with the country. We figurded that to be our duty; we felt that the
public of this country wanted to know exactly where they were going to get off
in this matter so to find out exactly where we stood we carried on a campaign
of publicity in our own individual way, by letter and by representation. We
have approached hundreds of public bodies throughout this country; we have
circularized every municipality in this country; as you know we circularized
every member of Parliament; we approached church and social organizations;
we approached national organizations and let me say that in not one single
instance were our requests refused at all. Our requests were simply these,
and we are here for one purpose only, just one. We have come to the decision
that we would be satisfied—that if the present rate of pension at $600 per annum
for a totally disabled man, plus a bonus of $300 making $900, were made the
permanent minimum basic award I venture to express the opinion, ladies and
gentlemen, that should this meet with your approval, and should you decide in
our favour, as far as the disabled men of this country are concerned, they would
be satisfied.
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Now, you say “ On what grounds do you want this $900?” and I merely
turn to you and say, “ On the ground of future security.” TLook here: I under-
stand that this is an informal talk. I have not come here prepared to say any-
thing very much; in fact in approaching Mr. Speakman this morning, who
graciously lent his aid to us in this matter, and your committee who have so
kindly given us this time this afternoon, I asked him as a matter of advice, I
said, “ What do you think would be the best move we could make at the moment
to bring this matter to a conclusion?” and he suggested that we might meet the
members of the Parliamentary Committee because, at first, I should have said
that yesterday we had been honoured by a visit from the Honourable Minister
of Soldiers’ Civil Re-establishment, who was so kind to us and so gracious and
so fine. He made to us a very wide statement. He said that there was no
doubt at all as to the continuation of the bonus, and he said upon the finding
of the Ralston Report—that report would be in turn handed over to your com-
mittee, and afterwards your committee would deal with this question of this
bonus, and he said in conclusion, “ Let me express the hope that the committee
will report favourably "—that is, that they will include the bonus as a part
of the permanent pension. We appreciated that immensely, but we saw and
felt that perhaps if we were to let go this opportunity at this time we would
not be doing altogether the right thing, and after digesting his remarks we decided
that we should make some further effort, and to-morrow we meet the Cabinet,
and we are going to place before them our case.

Now, we have sounded out public opinion. Hundreds of resolutions have
been passed. Labour organiations are behind us; we had resolution one only
the other day from 20,000 men. A resolution came in this morning from one
of the large social organizations, fraternal organizations of this country. The
Navy League at a meeting here yesterday graciously passed a resolution sup-
porting us, so we have found that public opinion is practically unanimous as to
our request. You might turn around and say “ Well, this is a question of
finance,” but we are not asking you to spend one single dollar more than you are
already spending. Now, the fact remains that up to the present time, in
sounding out opinion, we knew that there was a request being made by resolution
that there should be $1 for every percent of disability, which would make the
pension $1,200 a year. We, as disabled men, come to the conclusion that we
would be entirely satisfied if our security were promised for the future, and that
we would be entirely satisfied with $900.

Now, let me tell you a little story, just this. In gathering together in
Ottawa, we did not know whether we were doing altogether the right thing in
bringing these men here. Still, we wanted to do the right thing; our motives
were sincere and honest. I was coming down on the train from Toronto the
other night, and I could not help but notice these men as I went through the
train, and I saw fully 70 men who had lost limbs or a limb, as the case may
have been, sitting up all night coming to Ottawa. Why? Because every one of
them was making a sacrifice. They were coming here because they were
anxious, and we are asking you at the moment that if you consider our request
an excessive request, that you should tell us. If you think that we are wrong,
you should tell us, because we are tired of this agitation. We want to retire to
our Club House—we have very fine quarters in Toronto—and take things easy.
Believe me, it is not an easy task for a disabled man to be continually fighting
for these things. It does seem to me strange that returned soldiers should have
to come back to this country—I am merely giving you a personal impression—
it does seem to me strange that we disabled men should have to be actually
asking at this moment for compensation to recompense us for the loss of earning
power. It does not seem to me right. I know that is the general feeling in our
organization, and I think, Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen, that you should give
us at the present time some assurance. Perhaps you will say “ We cannot give
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you definite assurance at the moment; that is out of the question,” but you
must remember that it is five years now since the war ended, and our disabili-
ties are permanent things. The disability that we have is a disability that
stays with us every hour of the twenty-four hours each day. I am telling you
of our own experience and that is our experience. Much is said about a work-
ing-hour day, but God knows, during the other sixteen hours, or whatever the
case may be, how little can we do in our home lives, and how wrong it is for
our wives to have to do things we ought to be able to do. We have come to the
conclusion that it is about time that we settled down and got away from these
things. We must stabilize things; we have to get somewhere. Remember that
many of us were discharged from the army at the peak of high prices. As all
of you are aware, the housing situation in this country was so serious at a time
that many of us undertook obligations of a nature that meant we had to assume
first mortgages, paying a little money down out of our gratuities, and give back
a second mortgage on the properties; and we had to carry these obligations.
1f we were to turn around and say that we repudiated these obligations, what
kind of people would you say we were? Surely, having assumed obligations of
a nature that is of tremendous importance to the national life of this country,
we are entitled to say that the least the country can do for us is to say, “ Men,
don’t worry so far as your pension of $900 is concerned.” We recognize that
in taking the pension of $900, that does not altogether deal with all the men,
because all the men are not 100 per cent disabled. Many of our men are but
partially disabled, and therefore they receive but a proportionate amount of
$900. Now, when you come to divide that amount of money into weekly
amounts you will see how insignificant and small the amounts are. There are
many men in this country to-day who are getting a 50 or 60 per cent pension,
and who are practically depending on their pension for their livelihood because
the loss of their earning power is perhaps 100 per cent. It is not a very easy
thing to talk about, and, Mr. Chairman, ladies and gentlemen, I thank gou
very much on behalf of our organization for the courtesy you have extended to
me. I would like you to ask me questions if you think they would help you in
this matter. We have present with us, Comrade Lyons, who is a blinded
soldier, and we have other disabilities here Wh_o would be willing to tell you
anything you desire. 1 can assure you they will tell you the truth. What I
would like you to do, if you can, is to tell us how far we can go and give us
your opinion as to whether we are right or wrong about this matter. Is our
request an excessive request? If it is an excessive request, tell us now that it
is excessive, and if that is the case, we will have to come down; but do not keep
us in a state of uncertainty.

The CratRMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, before any questions are asked, I
would like Mr. Dobbs to address the Committee.

Mr. W. S. Doses: Mr. Chairman, ladies and gentlemen, this is the fourth
time that T have had the honour of appearing before a Parliamentary Commit-
tee, and I appreciate the honour very much. As Mr. Myers has pretty well
covered the ground, I will not detain you very long with my remarks. We are
asking that the pension of $600, plus the $300 bonus, be made a permanent
basic minimum award, not only on behalf of the Amputation Association, but on
behalf of 43,000 odd pensioners. We are also asking that the widow’s pension
of $60 per month, of which $20 a month is bonus, be made a permanent basic
minimum award for the widow. A pension of $900 a year, worked out, repre-
sents something like $17 a week. If the bonus is cut off, it amount to one-third,
in a total disability case—and we have some 112 in the Amputation Association
who are total disability cases and who are receiving from $12 to $17 a week,
and no matter how the cost of living comes down—that is the argument that
has been used on one or two occasions—no matter how the cost of living comes
down it must be admitted that $12 a week is hardly a living wage for a man



12 SPECIAL COMMITTEE
14-15 GEORGE V, A. 1924

like Comrade Christian, who, however, gets an attendance allowance, but who
has both legs off. There are types of disability who are unable to do any kind
of work. I admit that we have disability cases whose mental condition and
temperament are such that they are not happy unless they are doing some-
thing, and they are doing fairly good work in spite of their physical disability.
We are asking for this on account of the fact that amputation cases, particu-
larly, have higher living costs. They must live closer to lines of transporta-
tion. They have higher living costs in that they must hire help to do certain
labour in the house that a fit man can do himself, such as moving out the ashes
in the winter, shovelling snow, cutting the grass on the lawn in the summer, and
thinks like these. That, gentlemen, is our argument. We feel that we have
your warmest sympathy; we feel that we have formed very warm friendships
here, and we are content to rest our case in your hands.

The CuamrmaN: I wish to present to you now Miss Jaffray, a disabled
lady; the only lady member of the Amputations Association.

Miss Jarrray: Mr. Chairman, Miss Macphail and members of the Com-
mittee: I did not expect to be asked to say a few words, but now that I am o=
my feet, I am not going to speak for the Amputation cases; I am going to speak
about other cases that I periodically have the privilege of coming in contact
with. I have been a Social Service worker at Christie Street Chest Clinic,
where I have had the privilege of working with a specialist who periodically
reviews the tubercular cases of the Province of Ontario and of the Dominion
of Canada. Yearly, we have between 4,000 and 5,000 cases passing before us,
some partially disabled and others capable of doing a half a day or two or three
hours’ work of a light nature. I see the men come in who look all right at one
time, and perhaps they come in two or three months later looking like death.
I read every medical report that goes through the Chest Clinic, every final
report on every case, and mind you it is mighty interesting to note the remarks
and rules and regulations laid down by men who know their work and know
what the returned soldier needs, and how he needs to be re-established.

The question of the permanent bonus pension is not only for amputation
cases, but for all those men who are incapable of remunerative work. Nine
hundred dollars for a totally disabled man and three hundred and sixty-five days
in a year, I ask you, in times like these how are some of those cases to exist
comfortably? Were it not for some of our kindred organizations like the Red
Cross and others who come to the rescue and give added assistance for milk and
clothing in some of the cases where the pension is not adequate, I do not know
how the men themselves or their families could carry on. Many times it has
been a question in my mind in dealing with tubercular cases, particularly, if
only an adequate pension were given a man and his family to tide them over the
time when they might need absolute rest, and the very best of food and comfort-
able dwellings, how much better it would be for this Government to tide them
over, say, for three to five years, on full pension, a total disability pension, than
to carry them along on a smaller pension. What is the result? I can tell you.
Two or three or four years afterwards the report will read: “ Classification:
unimproved. Totally incapable of remunerative work.” That is the situation.

I want to tell you about a man who has come down to Ottawa, and I am so
proud of him. He is a member of our own organization. Five months ago in
January he came into the Chest Clinic, an amputation, a high one, a leg amputa-
tion almost up to here (hip), for an examination of his chest condition. The
man looked like death, and he was on crutches. I read the final report of course.
He is not tubercular, but he is a T.B. suspect. I asked him how long he had his
amputation, recognizing that he did not carry on his coat lapel one of these
badges. I said “ How long have you been an amputation case?” “ Two weeks,
sister.” T said “I thought so. Are you a member of the organization?”’ “No,
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but the President will propose me at the next meeting.” He was proposed
and accepted a week ago to-morrow morning and he turned up at the Chest
Clinic for a re-examination walking with a cane across the floor. I said, “ When
did you get your leg?” “ Yesterday, sister.” “Well, I said, “Do you
think you are not going at it rather strenuously for the second day,” knowing
as I did what a sore stump means. He said, “ No, I have got an awfully good
stump, you know,” and under my breath I said, “I guess you have got just
as good grit.” He is one of the boys who marched up to-day from the Chateau
Laurier to the House to place a wreath on Colonel Baker’s memorial, and he
walked up without a cane in front of me, one week on an artificial limb. He had
lain for a number of years on a hospital cot until finally the doctors told him
that re-amputation must be performed. He kept his leg until he could not
possibly keep it any longer, and now that he has a new dne he is doing his very
utmost, but the spirit that made him not want to come to Ottawa on crutches is
the spirit that “caught me.”

The CuHAIRMAN: We have with us Mr. Lyons, a blinded man from whom we
would be very glad to hear, I am sure.

Mr. Lyoxs: Mr. Chairman, ladies and gentlemen. I feel that there is
nothing I could say which would help us, after listening to the propositions put
forward by the previous speakers.

I am here as a representative of the men who have suffered total loss of
vision owing to participation in the recent Great War. The problems confronting
the men who have lost their sight are great. I do not think if I were to step up
here to-day and ask for preferential treatment that I would be establishing a
precedent inasmuch as the Canadian Government established that precedent
in favour of the blinded soldiers by opening an office in this city some four or
five years ago under the care of one of the blinded soldiers, Captain Baker,
whose offlce was on Victoria Street. I would ask you to consider from every
angle the propositions put forward by Miss Jaffray, and my comrades Myers
and Dobbs. I would ask you to look at it from our viewpoint. We are not asking
for anything to which we are not entitled. We come down here asking that the
present bonus of $600, plus the high cost of living bonus of $300 be made
permanent. I would point out to the members of this Committee that although
the high cost of living may come down we have nothing at the present time to
suggest that it will, but if it should come down in the future, I wish to point
out that the high cost of being a blinded soldier will never come down. The
fact that we have lost our sight is something we will have to pay for for the
rest of our lives. We are not suffering any eight hour a day disability. It is
going on from day to day, from week to week, from month to month, and from
year to year and will be with us to the day we die, and as I said I hope the
Committee will give their serious consideration to these proposals. We are
not asking you for something that is impracticable, not asking you to increase
your expenditures one cent; we are asking you to make permanent what you
are paying to us to-day as total disability cases, that the present pension of
$600 plus the high cost of living bonus be made permanent. I thank you on
behalf of the members of our association who are suffering from total loss of
vision.

The CmamMaN: I would ask Mr. Lambert, President of the Dominion
Amputations Association to speak.

Mr. Lamsert: Mr. Chairman, ladies and gentlemen: I am a busy man in
the organization and have been sitting in the chair these days guiding the
deliberations and I am almost at the end of my rope physically. T am glad to
let my understudies place these matters before you, because we have some
brilliant people with us, men who are not only good fighters, but good thinkers,
and to hear them deliberate on these great questions, and to sit still and listen
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and guide them is very, very interesting. I like to look on them as good citizens
of Canada. We are not just interested spectators in the welfare of this great
country; we are citizens of this great country and I believe that I may say we
are the more worthy citizens of this country because of our willingness to hazard
our lives for it, and on this great national ground I appeal: to you to make their
compensation secure. It is not fair for us to be anxious; it is not fair to the
women and children who are under our care to be anxious about the future.
In our anxiety we may lose something of the spirit which made us the men that
we were as citizens, and I think the little children may not have just the oppor-
tunity that they might have had had their daddies not gone to the war. I appeal
to you on behalf of the great patriotic public spirit in citizens of this country
that we may continue to develop our own lives towards a high standard of great
character and citizenship, that we may have the opportunity which should be
securely ours to assist our wives and our families to co-operate, and to sustain
that noble spirit which enabled us to get the spirit of the great task of war, and
which I submit to you for your thoughts to-day, is the most dependable spirit
for citizenship in this country to which you belong.

I have very great pleasure in thanking yvou for your courtesy in inviting
us here to-day. We have come to you gladly; we have come and faced you
without a twinkle in éur eves; we have come to look straight from the shoulder
and straight from the eyes, into the faces of those who sent us to the front, and
we come back to you and ask you for fair, reasonable and right compensation
for the services and the sacrifices that have been made. I thank you.

The CuamMmAN: Now, Mr. Myers, in addressing the committee, invited
questions. It is in the hands of the committee to say now whether we should
proceed any further, or if the committee is satisfied with what we have heard so
far. If you would like to ask questions of Mr. Myers, I am sure he would be
glad to answer them.

Mr. CarpweLL: I remember, Mr. Myers and some of these gentlemen being
before our committee on several occasions before. There is one point you did
not bring up that I think probably you should have, and that is the fact that the
amputation cases are more expensive in regard to clothing than the others,
especially in regard to the gear you have to wear.

Mr. Myers: Yes. I can answer that question, sir, because we gave evidence
some time ago to the Ralston Commission. They were very good to us; they
gave us every opportunity; gave us unlimited scope; they let us hang ourselves,
if you like; they let us go the limit; T do not know what their findings are, but
we presented to them our entire programme. I understand that the Ralston
Commission is shortly to report, and I hope there will be some reference in their
report to us. The fact is that at the moment we are willing, if it comes down
to the final point, to sacrifice everything that we have for the rest of the dis-
abled men in this country, if you men will turn around and say, “ Here, don’t
worry; you shall have your pension permanently.” We will sacrifice whatever
they recommend in that regard, and be only too glad to do so.

Mr. Dosss: Mr. Chairman, I might answer that question. We sent out a
circular to every amputation case asking him to state what, in his opinion,
would be the extra cost of the wear and tear on clothing. I happen to be the
President of the Toronto Branch, and we got replies from some 400 men there.
The average of the replies, throwing out the extravagant ones, and averaging up
the reasonable, worked out to somewhere between $55 and $60 a year for leg
a}rlnputations, and to about $22 to $24 a year for an arm amputation, who wears
the arm.

Mr. CatpweLL: Extra expense?

Mr. DoBBs: Yes, the extra pair of trousers and the extra reinforcing, the
extra shirts and so on. I believe Calgary got practically about the same result;
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there was a dollar or two of a difference, and Vancouver was about the same.
It amounted to practically $60 a year.

Mr. CavpwerL: I would like to ask Miss Jaffray in regard to tubercular
cases. I think the reference was that some of the soldiers had not been treated
quite right, or something of the kind.

Miss Jarrray: I think, in many cases to-day of active tuberculosis, if
pressure were brought to bear and reports followed up, there would be many
cases actually attributed to service in France. - It is the most pathetic side of
all my work, to come across the report of a man who first appears at the clinic
for a chest examination, only to find out that he is an active case. In cases like
that we get right after them from the social service standpoint, and link the
thing up, if we can, with the assistance of our chest doctors and the Eligibility
Board, with the man’s service. It is difficult in many cases, and many cases
are not covered and those cases are, of course, civilian cases. As you know, the
period allowed after discharge is, I think, a year. Some of the cases have been
taken on that have broken down after one or two years, but they are only very
few.

Mr. Humpugey: May I ask if you have come in contact with many different
opinions as to attributability? Could you give a percentage?

Miss Jarrray: I would not like to give any percentage; in fact T could not,
but I think you could secure the statistics from our doctor, Dr. A. W. C. Caul-
field. Our doctors are very sympathetic towards those cases, and actually know
the conditions. We may be disabled, but I think to be without your lungs or
your eyesight is the worst thing that could happen.

Mr. HumpaRrEY: May I also ask the officers if, in their association, they
have very much difficulty in the adjustment or readjustment of their pensions
cases, in any way? Do you carry on a branch of that nature?

Mr. Myers: I must say that we have always received the fairest treatment
from the Commissioners. There have been cases where the assessment has
been wrong and while I believe myself that the assessment and the method of
assessment is not, altogether fair to the man to- day, I venture to say that in
any cases that we knew were really dependable cases in any way at all, we always
got a square deal from the Commissioners, always.

Mr. Knox: When you use the word ‘ assessment,” do you mean the assess-
ment of the disability?

Mr. Myers: Yes, what I meant is this: A man is assessed at his value in
the labour market. At least in this country we arrive at his disability in
accordance with his ability in the labour market. Now, that is a very debat-
able matter, the labour market. A man would be 100 per cent disabled who
had lost two limbs above the knee, or two arms. A man with one arm would
be a partially disabled man. Now, what we complain of in that connection is,
that in going through the scale of awards that are made in this country we find
that in most cases—there is an exception, but in most cases, our rate of assess-
ment is lower than in other countries. For instance, I might cite to you the
case of a man who has a leg off below the knee. Every country in the world
except Canada gives that man 50 per cent disability. In this country, we give
him 40 per cent. Now, it may be said that we have a sliding scale for that. If
the amputation comes within four inches of the knee, he gets from 45 per cent
up to 60 per cent, but there are few men, very few men, who get the benefit of
that. There is the case of the left arm amputamon in this country. It is higher
than in Great Britain, for instance. But take the case of the man with two legs
off, one above the knee and the other below the knee. In this country, they
ﬁgure him to be a 90 per cent disabled man. However they figure him to be a
10 per cent fit man I do not know. Through no stretch of imagination have I
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been able to figure that out, and I have studied this question of percentage of
disability perhaps as much as any individual man in this country, and I know
that our assessment commissioners—whoever they may be I do not know—
are wrong about that. They should get down to it and give the man a more
generous assessment on the ratio of disability; there is no question about that.
But we are not pressing that at the moment because—I will tell you candidly—-
we are willing to sacrifice that request, whether just or unjust, so that we may
get this other matter. Examine into the method that the United States uses for
the percentage of disability and assessment, examine into the method that
France uses, take all the principal cases and you will see that they have some
variation. Now, the fact of the matter is that you may ask those men from
now until doomsday, and you would not travel very far for they will tell you
that there is no set scale that you can arrive at and say that a man is 40 per
cent or 45 per cent or 30 per cent disabled; you cannot do it. You have got to
go to the man and study him and treat that man’s percentage of disability in
accordance with the situation that he is facing. Take the case of a man with a
leg off, say below the knee; he is treated as 40 per cent disabled. I know men
who have legs off below the knee who are working every day but who are actu-
ally much greater disabilities. I know one man in particular, a 40 per cent
disabled man, who only last week was stumbling around a very much greater
disability that week. I venture to say that this week he is much better. There
is no dependability as to how a man is going to be from day to day or week to
week; none at all. You cannot say that a man is 40 per cent disabled and cut
him down to the lowest minimum award. What you need to do is to give a
maximum award in all cases of that kind and have an interplay between the
minimum and the maximum, giving the benefit to the man.

Mr. SpEakMAN: Mr. Chairman, may I suggest that this is an informal
meeting and that this is not the proper place to ask too many technical ques-
tions, or to go into the evidence. We will have an opportunity to go into that
later. The purpose of this meeting was to afford the members of the Amputa-
tions Executive an opportunity of meeting the members of this Committee. I
went to the convention this morning, and I may say that I came away from it
with a feeling of pride and also a feeling of humility—pride, because I was
given the privilege of wearing this badge, a privilege given probably for the first
time to a man who had not been overseas, and humility, because I realized that
I had done nothing to deserve it. The purpose of this meeting was not to dis-
cuss the question of rates. The suggestion was that the representatives of the
Amputations Association should meet the members of the Committee privately
in their rooms; but I knew the difficulty of that with a Committee sitting, with
members in the House; and I realized that it was practically impossible for
them to meet half of them in that way. So we suggested that this meeting be
arranged, in which suggestion the Chairman cordially concurred. The purpose
was not to discuss the questions at any length but rather to give them an oppor-
tunity of meeting the members of the Committee so that they would have some
idea of the attitude of the Committee, so that they would know whether they
were leaving their affairs in the hands of a sympathetic or an unsympathetic
committee. I assure them that they are in the hands of a most sympathetic
committee, and I am going to say this, that although I represent a constituency of
farmers here who are passing through fairly hard times, there are a great many
returned men who are paying taxes in this country as other men are, and I
have heard from practically every organization in my part of the country, and
I am expressing the views of the organization which I represent when I say now
that for my part I am strongly in favour of making that pension and bonus
permanent, and I intend to vote that way.
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The CuamrMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, as the House is now sitting, and
we have perhaps infringed upon our privileges in sitting, although in an informal
way, while the House is in session, perhaps we had better adjourn this meeting.
But before we adjourn I wish to give an explanation to the members of the
‘Committee. It will have been noticed that the Committee has not been called
together since it was organized; this is the first meeting. The reason is that
we have been expecting from day to day the report of the Ralston Commission,
and I think that this Committee cannot very well proceed with its labours until
that report of the Ralston Commission has been placed in our hands. That is
the reason why the Committee has not been convened. It was convened this
afternoon for a special purpose which has been made known to you. In con-
clusion, I wish to thank very heartily in the name of the Committee Mr. Myers,
Mr. Dobbs, Miss Jaffray, Mr. Lyons and Mr. Lambert for the very interesting
addresses which they have made.

In my opening remarks I told you that I was sure I was only voicing the
sentiments of the Committee in telling you, magnificent men who are here now,
representing your brothers, that their demands would be met with a most
sympathetic ear. That I repeat. This Committee is only a channel through
which demands are made to Parliament. The representatives of your organiza-
tion are well aware that laws are only passed by Parliament, and this Committee
is only a channel through which your demands will be brought to Parliament,
but as I, in my position as Chairman, will be called upon to report to Parlia-
ment, I can assure you that while you might have found very easily a more
eloquent voice than mine, you could hardly find a more sympathetic heart than
mine to express your views.

The Committee adjourned.
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The Special Committee appointed to consider questions relating to Pensions,
Insurance and Re-establishment of Returned Soldiers, met at 11.00 o’clock a.m.,
the Chairman, Mr. Jean J. Denis, presiding.

The CuATRMAN: We are here to-day to hear Major Barnett, Chairman of
the Soldier Settlement Board. He has come here for two purposes; first to give
» general statement of the activities of the Board, and, secondly, a statement
in regard to this proposed amendement to the law by which land, stock and
so forth might be re-valuated. I suppose I need not go into details about these.
You know what is meant by re-valuation. Major Barnett is here to give us an
explanation about this proposed change in the law. Before proceeding with
that, however, I should'like to call upon the Clerk for any communications to
be placed before this meeting.

The Secrerary: Mr. Chairman, I have only two communications which I
have laid on the table. One is from Mr. J. Valentine, Secretary, Central Ontario
Regional Veterans’ Alliance, Toronto, a resolution recommending that the time
allowed in which to file an appeal before the Federal Appeal Board, namely to
August 4th, 1924, be extended to August 4th, 1925. Another, from Walter I.
Fawecett, St. Gregor, Saskatchewan, being a petition recommending a revalua-
tion of live stock, equipment, and land in certain cases; also that payments in
kind instead of currency be received. He was referring to wheat in his state-
ment. Also a relaxation of what he terms the “rigid residence clause” to enable
a settler to hire a substitute under guarantee that the Board’s interests will be
fully protected.

The CuamrMAN: This meeting has been called to inquire into land settle-
ments generally and I suppose it is the intention of the Committee not to
examine these petitions now but to look into these matters at a later date.

Mr. ArrHURS: I think it is customary that a sub-committee be appointed
to deal with correspondence, giving a synopsis of those necessary to come before
the whole Committee.

The CHAIRMAN: A sub-committee will be appointed for that purpose.

I understand that Major Barnett will give evidence on the general work-
ings of the Board and its general activities, and more particularly with regard
to re-valuation. Is it the pleasure of the Committee that he begin with a
general statement concerning the activities of the Board or shall he begin with
the question of re-valuation? While it is not my duty to express an opinion, I
will say that it seems to me it would be more logical to begin with a general
statement regarding the whole situation and then take up the question of
re-valuation.

Mr. SpeakMAN: I suggest it is more logical to take up the general state-
ment, preceding any discussion on a particular point. (Carried.)

Mr. Brack (Yukon): Before this gentleman begins I would like to remark
on this report of the proceedings of this Committee especially as to the report
of the proceedings of May 2nd, I notice the inaugural address of the Chairman
is printed there and also the address of the Minister. Then I notice the follow-
ing:—

19-21
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“ At the close of the Hon. Minister’s address Mr. Caldwell expressed
the opinion that the work which was done last year in the improvement
of the Pension Act had been, to some extent, nullified by the Senate.

“ Mr. Carroll stated that there was an impression that the Pension
Act had been changed in the Department after it had passed the House
of Commons. This Dr. Béland denied. He had heard such a rumour,
but it was not so. As a matter of fact there had been a verbal change
which did not in any way affect the Bill, but this was all ”.

If the reports of this Committee are going to be a sort of Hansard, and the
remarks of members of the Committee reported, I think that the remarks by all
members should be reported. I remember making a few short remarks myself,
not any more than Mr. Carroll or Mr. Caldwell. I do not think it is fair to
confine the reporting to remarks made by supporters of the Government; I do
not think it should be a hand-picked report, and the report as published on
page 4 of this proceeding is such a report. We should have a complete Hansard
if we are going to have any.

The CrairMaAN: Mr. Black, you are absolutely right. I will give an ex-
planation to the Committee as to what happened at the first sitting. I was
elected Chairman at that sitting but I had nothing to do‘before these proceedings
began and it was only during the course of the sitting that we learned that a
verbatim report was not being prepared, and I was informed that a ruling had
been made by the Speaker by which only evidence should be reported. In my
opinion that was a little too rigid, and if that ruling had been strictly followed
nothing at all would have been reported at the first meeting, because there was
no evidence taken. Hon. Mr. Béland, the Minister, had made a statement which
I thought should be printed, and while I had no desire for self-advertising, I
thought my remarks of appreciation of the soldiers and their work should be
placed on record, so when I found these had not been reported I had the
proceedings arranged as best I could by the Clerk of the Committee, but these
reports are not verbatim reports.

Mr. Brack (Yukon): Don’t understand me to object to what you said
being printed. That is not my purpose. It was very eloquently spoken and
well worthy of printing as was also the statement made by the Minister, but
what purports to be a report of what was said afterwards by the members of
the Committee is not complete. I do not think it should be there at all, unless
it is a complete report. If we are going to do this, let us do it correctly.

The CuamMAN: Absolutely. I was coming to that point. There was a
summary of what Dr. Béland said which was prepared as well as possible, and
the remarks to which Mr. Black objects were prepared by the Clerk of the
Committee. I do not wish to waive my responsibility for these being placed in
the report, and I will say that a ruling will be given to-day that everything
shall be taken down, and I will see the Speaker about it and ask him for a
ruling by which full justice will be given to every member of the Committee.

The Secrerary: Mr. Chairman, I am responsible for the last part of this
report to which Mr. Black has referred and if there is anything that has been
omitted we could have it inserted in the next day’s proceedings; so, if Mr. Black
and others who made remarks at the last meeting will give us a copy of what
they wish printed it can be included as an errata to the proceedings in question.

Mr. Brack (Yukon): What I said was not worthy of being printed, as
were the remarks of the Chairman and the Minister. What I did say was to
agree with Mr. Caldwell that we need not be too pessimistic in regard to the
workings under former conditions and that I thought we had accomplished a
great deal and that we should not be discouraged as-to the result of our work.
That was neither here nor there, but if we are going to make a report of such
chance remarks, let us make a complete report.
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The CHARMAN: That is absolutely. true, Mr. Black, and moreover, if you
would kindly write down your remarks they will be printed in the next issue,
and we will be very glad indeed if you will do that. I have just explained the
unfortunate circumstances through which a lot of what was said was left out.
Now, I suppose we will proceed with the evidence of Major Barnett. Is it the
intention of the Committee that Major Barnett should be sworn? 1 am
informed that it is not always done with the officials of the Board. That is a
matter for the Committee to decide.

Mr. SpeaxMAN: I do not think it is necessary, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN: On the other hand, we might make it a rule now, that will
apply in the future. If officers are to be sworn we might decide it now; if
they are not to be sworn, we will follow that course all through, because we
cannot swear one official and then not swear another.

Mr. SPEAKMAN: Yes, that is correct; and if we are going to have a standing
rule, there might be times when some members might think it was desirable to
have a witness sworn, so perhaps we had better have a standing rule.

The CmARMAN: My opinion is that it is preferable; therefore, we will
swear this witness.

Major Joun BarnNerT called and sworn.

The CHARMAN: According to the decision of the Committee, I ask Major
Barnett to be so kind as to give us a general statement of the activities of the
Board.

Major BarNerT: Mr. Chairman and members of the Committe, two years
ago the Committe which investigated soldier affairs including soldiers’ settle-
ments, was made up of practically the same gentlemen as make up this present
Committee. At the previous sessions we went quite elaborately into the method
of procedure of granting loans and the scope of the Act, and matters of that
sort. These were printed, and I doubt very much if you wish me to go over
all that again. I think that the members of the Committee are familiar, Mr.
Chairman, with the provisions of the various Soldier Settlement Acts that
have been passed. It was also elaborated very fully, the method of granting
loans, how loans were granted and how settlers were established on the
land. There is another reason, I think, why that evidence would not be
so pertinent to-day as perhaps in previous years; soldiers settlement, so
far as the establishment of men on the land is concerned, is practically
at an end; so very few new men are being established that that end of the
work is a very small part of it. After all, as far as the general settlement
is concerned, the principal statement would be concerning the number of
men who are on the land, the number of abandonments for one reason or
another, and the state of repayments. I take it that these three are the prin-
cipal subjects of soldier settlement. The number of men that we have estab-
lished altogether is 23,743; that is, returned soldiers. In addition to that there
are 1,074 civilians who are receiving a certain amount of supervision, because
they are indebted to the Government. They are indebted to the public, having
purchased lands that had been abandoned by soldiers. The 23,743 settlers
were established in the various years in the following numbers. This is a new
statement that has not been given before, I think, in the previous sittings of
other committees. 667 men were established in 1918; 10,153 were established
in 1919; 7,719 were established in 1920; 2,333 were established in 1921;1,355

were established in 1922; 1,153 were established in 1923.
[Major John Barnett.l
6—4
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By Mr. Arthurs:

Q. Is that the fiscal year or the calendar year?—A. That is the fiscal year.
In the last two years, of that 1,355 and the 1,153 in 1923, a great many of the
men owned their own land; a very small amount of land was purchased in
these years. The land being purchased has dwindled very much. I might
say that—I am sorry, I am afraid I have made a mistake. Those are calendar
years, and not the fiscal years. The amount of money that has been expended,
the total amount advanced for land purchased, for stock and equipment, for
permanent improvements, for seed, for taxes, for subsistence, and for all mat-
ters in connection with advances to settlers, is $100,425,077.00. The total due
by settlers at the end of the past fiscal year is $87,480,164.00.

By Mr. Arthurs:

Q. You do not want to use the word “due” there?—A. No, it is not due;
the total principal owing by settlers. The balances outstanding, with interest,
and including advances made from our appropriation, not by us but by the
Indian Department to Indian settlers who were returned soldiers are $90,757,000,
and that is including balances on foreclosures, and abandonments as well.

By Mr. Robichaud:

Q. Is that $9,000,000 or $90,000,000?—A. $90,000,000. That is the total.
I gave the total indebtedness as $87,000,000, and the total including the ad-
vances to Indians, and all others, the amount standing on the books as the
indebtedness of soldier settlers as $90,000,000.

Q. That is including the Indians?—A. Including the Indians. At the time
the Soldiers’ Settlement was passed, I might say with refernce to the Indian
loans, an amendment was made to the Indian Act providing for the establish-
ment of Indians, who come under the Indian Department, and making the
money available to them from our appropriation, but we have nothing to do
with the administration, nothing to do with the granting of the loans.

Q. What was the total amount of such loans to Indians?—A. $363,594.

By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. Under the head of administration there is an item of $7,129.00 for
Indian settlers. What fund is that paid out of?—A. That is paid out of our
fund, but we simply turn the money over to the Indian Department. They
simply ask us from time to time for so much money and we give it to them.

Q. I notice it is charged under another item here in your report.—A. I
have not a copy of the report.

Q. This gives, “ Cost of Administration $9,668,000,” and so on, to date.
Other expenditures under that head, “ Cost of Settling Indian Soldiers, $7,129.”
A. That, of course, is the cost that the Indian Department has returned to
us. We supply the money for their advances, and if any special expenses are
incurred, we would supply that out of our appropriation.

By Mr. Caldwell :
Q. Was this $7,129 supplied out of your appropriation?—A. Yes.
Q. Payment for the Indian Department?—A. Yes.
Q. For administration?—A. Yes. The abandonments, or as we call them,
the adjustment cases, because they include deaths and some cases of sales,
number 4,463. That is at March 31st last.

By Mr. Arthurs:

Q. Could you subdivide these roughly?—A. I have not that prepared this
year. The reason why we did not prepare a statement is that it is only in a very
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few cases that there is to be found a clear and good reason. There are some
cases that you can attribute clearly. Of course, in the death cases, you know the
reason for them; but in the cases of actual out and out failures, it may be a
combination of the land and the man, a disaster of some sort, or a variety of
reasons. If the Committee desires me to have a statement prepared, I could
readily do so. We have a record of them.

Mr. Arraurs: I think it would be interesting to the Committee in view of
the proposed amendments to have them subdivided.

Wirness: I will have a statement prepered as to the causes and present it
to the Committee at a later sitting. The 4,463 cases represent 18 per cent or
slightly over 18 per cent, of the total number of settlers granted loans.

By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. You make a report, I see, under the head of “Cost of Administration”,
but I do not see anything for rent or buildings or offices?—A. No, nothing is
charged to any Government Department for rent. It all goes through the
Public Works Department.

Q. Do you not think we should have some statement as to the rent that is
paid on account of Soldiers Settlement?—A. It would be easy enough to prepare
a statement. Roughly speaking, it amounts probably to $200,000 a year. Of
course, we have not the control of our own space.

Q. We want to get the outlay What do you say that would amount to to
date? Could you prepare us a statement of that?—A. Yes, we know what our
rents are and we know the space we have. I say roughly $200,000 at the present
time, but it may be a little more than that.

Q. You might get your statement of that up to date?—A. Yes, I will get
that.

Q. Including your district offices, head office, and everything?—A. Yes.

Q. Tt will make this statement complete to date?—A, The reason we did not
give it is that it is not chargeable to us, so far as Government book-keeping is
concerned.

Mr. CatpweLL: I am not critizing you, we simply want the information.

By Mr. Speakman:

Q. Have you the collections to date?—A. I was just looking for the revenue
statement; that is what T was going to give you. Our revenue statement shows—
collected on initial payments, $5,900,000. It is necessary to give that figure
because that is included in the amount of loans advanced to settlers. That is,
we charge up to the settler the total purchase price; then he is credited with
whatever his initial payment is. The credited initial payments for the whole
period of years up to the end of the last fiscal year amount to $5,900,141.

By Mr. Caldwell :

Q. In this report it is stated as $3,762,835?—A. That report does not cover
the same period. That report is a year back. This is up to March 31st of this
year.

Q. Do you make the statement that in the last year the initial payments
would amount to in the neighborhood of $2,000,000?—A. No, I have not got a
copy of that report with me.

Q. Your figure on page 35 is “gross loans $94,733,547.39 less initial pay-
ments, $3,762,835.86” ?—A.. It is difficult to understand some of those statements.
For instance. . . ey

Q. Do you not think that if we are to have a report the members of this
Committee should have it up to date?—A. You have to take the report to the
end of the last fiscal year. You could not print a report right up to date. All
the reports come out covering a year back.

6—4} [Major John Barnett.]
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Q. Your statement is up to the end of March 1924?—A. Yes, but you cannot
get out any printed report immediately after the close of the fiscal year. As a
matter of fact, our accounts are only wound up on the 30th April. The accounts
are just being wound up now for the end of the fiscal year.

Q. I think there should have been a note here because the members of the
Committee are doing a lot of work on this report, and it is not of very much use
to us in view of the fact that it is more than a year old. You say that the
initial payments now amount to over $5,000,000.—A. I want to explain that.
We received among that $5,000,000 repayments; we received $1,767,561 on
which no sale was made. The money came into our accounts. As a matter of
fact, we issued warrants in repaying that. It is paid out of our appropriation.
It comes in, and we turn it over to the Receiver General, and when we pay that
back to the settler, because no sale is made, it is paid by warrant; it is paid out
of our appropriation. We got in, as I say, $1,767,000.

Q. Not as initial payments, but as repayments?—A. Initial payments from
settlers who put in an application. We got it in before any loan was approved.
We do not give him a loan at all. That money goes to the Receiver General.

Q. If you do not loan, you repay it?—A. We pay it back to him, and it is
charged to.our appropriation. That, I think, accounts for the difference in that
case. They were dealing with settlers who were actually granted loans.

Q. That is all we want to know; the other matter is simply a matter of
book-keeping?—A. It is only a matter of book-keeping, but it affects the whole
loan statement, our whole account with the Finance Department.

Q. That is only a deposit, a guarantee of good faith to the borrower?—A.
We do not return that money, As fast as that money comes in, we pay it to the
Receiver General’s warrant, it goes in as part of the revenue of the country.

Q. I understand all that. That does not affect our surplus or debit balance
in the end?>—A. It does not, but I have been giving the statement of the amount
we have charged against us. Now, we have to take in that, otherwise we would
have charged against us this $1,700,000. We have to put that in.

Q. I get your point as to the first item. I thought you said that the initial
payments amounted to $5,000,000?—A. That is the reason we have to put that
in. It is revenue.

Q. It is repaid to the soldier?>—A. Because no loan was granted.

Q. I notice that in the report your total repayments amounted to $9,779,-
925.19?7—A. I think that probably I have that in another way. I brought here
this morning my statement for the estimates. Our total refunds amount to
$15,210,000; that is not including the $5,000,000 of initial payments. That is,
we have refunded to the Receiver General $15,210,000. That is not all in the
shape of repayments from settlers. Part of that is derived from the sale of
salvaged property. Some of it is administration refund. We refunded at the
end of every year. We have it charged up to administration. At the close of
the fiscal year, that has been charged to us, it is part of our annual expenditure,
and yet we refund.

Q. I presume that this is a statement of the actual standing. I am not
going into the details of receipts and expenditure. I take it that this would be
the actual standing at the time this report was made?—A. Yes, that would be
as to the actual refunds from settlers, if that is the statement.

Q. There is an item on the last page of this report, “ Statement of Loans in
force as at March 31, 1923.”

Mr. MacLarex: Is this a general statement that the witness is making
now?
The CHAIRMAN: Yes.

Mr. MacLagen: Would it not be better to give the witness an opportunity

of making that statement? While these questions are very proper, speaking
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for myself, they interfere with my general conception of the statement. If
acceptable to the Committee, I would suggest that the witness be allowed to
make a general statement, and then we can get a consecutive idea of what is in
his mind, and afterwards we can ask all the questions we desire to ask. As it
is now, the witness has certain ideas in his mind, but the questions prevent them
from getting into my mind, because there are so many different phases of the
matter.
Mr. CatpweLL: I agree that that is correct and proper.

Mr. Artrurs: I think so too. I think that when matters of this kind are
brought up the statements should be consecutive. One member of the Com-
mittee will ask questions about one thing, and immediately another member
will ask questions about a totally different point. The report of the proceedings
will be much clearer if we practically close one side of the case before taking up
another.

Mr. CarroLL: Let us clear up each point as we go along.

The CramrMAN: I think it is the opinion of the Committee that the witness
should be allowed to go right through with his statement, and then what we
might call cross-examination can proceed afterwards and all kinds of questions
can be asked about his statement. We will proceed with his statement.

Mr. CarpwerL: I may say, by way of explanation that I did not know that
the witness was giving a general statement.

Mr. MacLarexn: I was not referring particularly to Mr. Caldwell. It is the
principle of the thing to which I wish to draw attention.

Mr. Carpwers: I imagine that the report is being taken in full this morning.
Tn view of the fact that this report of the Soldier Settlement Board is a year old
1 presume that later on we will have it up to date.

The CHAIRMAN: Yes.

Mr. Carpwernn: Then I think we should hear this report from the witness
and when it is in our hands take it up and go into the details.

Mr. Carrors: That is, the witness will come back again?

Mr. CarpweLL: Yes, that is what I would like.

Wirness: I have not got a statement here, but I will have it on the same
basis as this statement. This is based entirely on repayments that are made by
settlers. The statement I was using was the total revenue statement, and 1 was
endeavouring to show how the country stands with regard to this, the general debit
against us, the general revenue that has been received, so as to give you some
perspective of the actual financial situation, irrespective of the settlers to whom
actual loans have been granted.

By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. Will your statement give the details as to how much was repayment of
loans, how much was initial payments, and how much was derived from
salvaged sales?—A. I will have a statement prepared. There are so many ways
in which you can prepare these statements. There are so many angles from
which vou can look at the matter. Unless one knows what the members of the
Committee are after, it is difficult to foresee the line which the statement should
take. It is very difficult. If you are looking at it from the point of view of the
Finance Department, the statement will assume one aspect; if you look at it from
another point of view, it will assume another aspect. The figures are all
reconciled, but they leave out many things.

Mr. CarpwerLs: In order to assist the Chairman of the Board as to what
we want, speaking for myself, I would like details of the initial payments, the
amount received on account of salvages so that we may arrive at the cause of
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the failures. It is not from the point of view of the Department of Finance so
much; it is to find the causes and effects and if possible to find a remedy for
them.

Wirness: I was avoiding the question of the causes of failure. I took as
part of the settlers’ claim for relief by way of re-valuation, capital indebtedness
or something of that nature. I was avoiding dealing this morning with the
causes of failure. Before going further with regard to this general statement,
there is one thing that I think possibly should be mentioned here, and that is
the alteration that was made in the law as a result of the report of the last
Committee. The last Committee reported, and amendments were made to the
Act carrying out the report of the Committee and providing for a consolidation
of all indebtedness of soldier settlers and a fresh start was made, and it was re-
consolidated from 1922. That is, all the debt at that time was re-consolidated,
and 25 years’ time, irrespective of contracts, irrespective of old Acts was given
for the payment of indebtedness from that time. In addition to that, of course,
there was an extension of the time for repayment of advances for stock and
equipment, from 4 to 6 years to 25 years. Then there was the concession of
waiving interest for 4, 3 or 2 years, depending on the date when the settler got
his advance. Now, the importance of that is this, if you want the figures to deal
with the question of the cause of failure and all that, it really should only go
back practically for the two years. It is the situation in the last two years that
is the material thing; not so much what has gone before, and I would like to
know from the Committee in preparing this statement if that would meet their
wishes. That is, to prepare with some elaboration statements showing the situa-
tion in the past two years; that would give the aggregate, of course.

Mr. SpeakmaN: If a sugestion is wanted, I would suggest this. In consider-
ing the question of re-valuation of any farm, we would like to know the effect of
the changes made in 1922. That is, we would like to know the percentage of
failures due to financial causes after the passing of the amendments, as compared
with the failures due to financial causes before the passing of the amendments,
so that we may judge of the actual relief afforded by the amendments as between
the period before 1922 and the period after. We should be able to get an
intelligent idea of what further amendments might be necessary. I think it would
make a very good basis of comparison, by showing what actually happened in
respect of the changes made.

The Wrrness: That is exactly the thing I wanted to know.

Mr. Carrorn: I thought, too, it might be a good idea if we got a concrete
statement—not so much this report, but a concrete statement along the lines of
this report so that comparisons might be made. The witness is not giving us a
general report. For example, take any page you see there; “Total acreage” for
instance; could you not have a statement prepared showing in a smaller way the
facts that are set forth in this report of 19237

The WiTnEss: Yes.

Mr. CatpweLL: You will find that this report is fairly well boiled down at
the end here.

Mr. Carrorr: But I think it would be easier for the witness and easier for
the Committee to make comparisons. That is what we are here for, to make
comparisons and by them to suggest changes if any. The statement the witness
is giving us today is very difficult to follow.

The CrAmRMAN: You mean that you want a report on the same lines as
this, with the same chapters and the same headings as much as possible, includ-
ing 1923, so that members of the Committee can refer from one to the other
and make comparisons?

Mr. Carrorn: Yes, brought up to date, brought up to the end of the fiscal
year, March 31st, or as far as we can get it.
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The Wirxess: You want a tabular statement such as the ones at the back,
T suppose?

Mr. CarrorL: I think if the witness had prepared a general summary of
the conditions existing at the end of this year, the fiscal year, so that we would
make comparisons of the two, it would be satisfactory. For example, there is a
very good statement on the last page, but I do not think it would be complete
enough.

Mr. CarpwrLL: We want something so that we can make comparisons as
we go along. By the way, with regard to going back further than the two years,
I think a good many failures are caused by the settlers leaving the farms be-
cause they consider that if they stayed and paid for them they would be pay-
ing far more than the land was worth under present conditions. I know more
than one case of that kind. I know one man who had made his payments reg-
ularly, and the Board considered him a successful settler. He said, “I think I
could pay for it, but if I did I would pay double what it is worth, and by quitting
now I would lose less than by paying for the farm.” I think the statement would
have to go back more than two years.

The Wirness: I think that could be arranged.

Mr. Catpwern: I do not think we need very detailed statements away
back.

~ Mr. Carrorn: For example, you have in your statement last year a
diversity of crops. We do not want that.
~ The Wrrness: 1 was going to suggest running through the report and
picking out the statements you want. For instance, “Total Settlement under
the Act”, you would want that.
Mr. CarroLL: Yes.

The WirNEss: “Training of Prospective Settlers”; that has been aban-
doned now. You do not want that.

Mr. CatpwerL: This present report covers all that ancient history fairly
well, I think, and a synopsis of last year’s operations in addition to this would
be what we want. This is a fairly full report of things up to the end of 1923,
March 1923.

The Wirxess: Yes. Then you do not want anything brought up on the
question of savings?

Mr. CatpwerLn: We have all that excepting last year.

The Wirness: Yes, but it is difficult to bring up some of these things, and
I want to get the essential ones. You would want the gross loans to settlers?

By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. The amount of loans granted in the last year?—A. Yes, we have all that.
It is easy enough to give it to you. Frankly, I might say that I did not expect
that we would plunge into the question of re-valuation; out of that would
arise the various points. That is what I expected in coming here today, and I
did not have prepared particularly a general statement dealing with the whole
thing. I think all the other things would arise from the discussion of the
situation of soldier settlers.

Mr. CavpwerL: We would save time by having a summary of last year’s
operations in addition to this report.

The CmairMaN: In that case, perhaps it would be better if we would
just modify our proceedings now, and proceed with re-valuation and leave Major
Barnett to prepare a summary of last year’s operations to be brought up at the
next meeting.
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Mr. Carrorr: Do you think we can go into that without a comparison of
what happened last year and what happened before?

The CuHARMAN: It seems to me it might be very difficult. However, that
is a matter for the Committee.

Mr. Brown: It seems to me we might state in a general way our views and
discuss the principle of it. We might give, in a general way, evidence of the
necessity of re-valuation.

Mr. SpeakMaN: If we are going to have discussion, Mr. Chairman, I might
outline information I would expect to get some time during the committee. That
would give Major Barnett an opportunity to prepare it. There are three or
four lines along which I would like to question the witness later. A good deal
of discussion has arisen in the country as to the financial standing of the whole
system; that is, as to the proportion of total receipts to the administration costs
including rentals, as to the deficit in actual operations as existing between all
receipts to date from the settlers and all expenditures to date, not including all
administrative expenditures. As far as I can gather from the report there is a
very substantial deficit existing now, which means that none of the original debt
has been repaid. There has been a good deal of discussion on that point and a
good deal has been covered by this report, but I have that in view. The next
thing would be in regard to re-valuation itself, and I would like prepared a
statement of the terms on which the resales had been made. You will notice
in the report that a considerable depreciation has been shown in the sales made,
as compared with the original price paid.

Mr. Carrorr: That would be a basis for re-valuation too.

Mr. SpeARkMAN: Absolutely, because the report as it is now shows an ap-
preciation in the price paid.

Mr. Catpwern: I think that is just the money the Board had invested in
it, not taking into consideration what is paid by the soldiers.

Mr. SpEARMAN: That is the detail I want, the price paid originally, and the
price as received on the resale shows an appreciation in value. Of course we
would have to have the proportion of the price as paid by the settler in the
initial payment, but that is not the main point I am getting at. The point is
this, that as far as I can see, the price paid for the land in the first place was
a cash price as paid by the Board, but the resales would be made on different
terms, probably long time payments which might possibly account for some
appreciation. Therefore, I would like to have the terms on which the resales as
shown here had been made. It would give us a basis of comparison as to the
real appreciation in values. I think the committee sees the point very clearly,
and there is a point involved when you consider the present value of land, the
selling price and so on. I think you can give me the general terms on which the
land has been resold?

The WirNess: Yes. It can be given you now. The terms vary in individual
cases, but the general terms can be given now.

Mr. SpeakMAN: There is one more point, and that is an approximation of
the percentage of the expense of administration which has been devoted to
immigration purposes in the last year or two as apart from the soldiers settlement
altogether. That is a matter of bookkeeping largely, but in order to get a fair
idea of the cost of administration, I think it is necessary that we should have
some percentage of the administrative cost which is devoted to anything other
than administration of that land, because now we know the functions of the
Board will be somewhat altered. It is really now an adjunct in some respects
to the Department of Immigration, and I would like an approximation of the
percentage which has been expended in immigration and not in soldiers settle-
ment. That is, in carrying on general immigration work.
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By Mr. Arthurs:

Q. I would like to ask the witness whether he has a synopsis or a full
statement of the change in the policy of New Zealand regarding these loans.
If possible, I would like to get that before the next meeting of the committee.—A.
I do not know whether we can get the latest returns; we receive reports continu-
ally from them, and I think it is possible to give you some statement of that kind.
Of course, there is one difficulty about the New Zealand figures, that in New
Zealand housing and land settlement are mixed up together, and you cannot
distinguish the two. That is, there was a Soldiers’ Housing Scheme and a Land
Settlement Scheme, an actual Agriculture Scheme all mixed up together, and
the figures are hard to untangle on that point.

By Mr. Brown:

Q. You know the general principles on which they work?—A. Yes. We
receive reports but I do not know whether we have any reports on the actual
changes that they made or not.

Mr.. CapweLL: In connection with the information asked for by Mr.
Speakman, I notice on page 33 of the report a summary of land sales. “Cost
to the Board $3,204,874.75. Selling price $3,580,104.10.” I take it this is the
amount of money the Board had against the land, and not the actual cash
price paid for the land in the first place. That is, this does not include any
payments by the settler?

The WiTnEss: No.

By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. I think you can prepare for us a statement showing the amount of money
actually paid for the land; then giving the amount the Government paid; the
amount of the settler’s initial payment, and in another column the amount of the
subsequent payments, and so on. The reason I would like to have the initial and
subsequent payments divided is this, that they will indicate to us whether or
not these settlers made any payment after the initial payment or whether they
were all “Duds” who never made any payment.—A. They are not; I have that
statement here.

Q. This man in New Brunswick told me “I think I can pay for it, but I
will lose more money by doing that than by leaving it now and losing what
I have already paid on it.”—A. I have that statement here, as a matter of fact.

Q. This would indicate that the Government has received more money for
these farms than was actually paid in the first place, and I do not think that
is really the case. For that reason, in order to get an intelligent idea, I think
we should have the amount paid by the soldiers as well.

By Mr. Brown:

Q. Would it be possible for you to give us the details of any specific case?
—A. If you can give me warning of it I could. I cannot specify any one out of
4,000 cases without a little time. I could get particulars on any case that you
want if you tell me about it.

Mr. CatpweLL: Mr. Chairman, I do not think we can expect the Chairman
of the Board to do that; I think all we can do is to get the general idea; we
cannot take up individual cases with the hope of adjusting them. We are to
settle the principle and find a remedy if one is needed for a condition that is
very bad in the Department at the present time.

Mr. Brown: We arrive at our general conclusions very much by our
knowledge of specific cases, and while it would be manifestly impossible to ask
the Chairman of the Board to give all the details of all the cases, yet I think
that if one of the Committee has any knowledge of any particular case it
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would be quite proper for us to get the details of that case, and from our
own personal knowledge we could arrive at general conclusions. For instance,
the statement is made that this land that had been resold was the best of the
land. Maybe that is so, and maybe not. Now, I have only one or two cases
in my own mind where I know resale has taken place, and I have an idea
in my mind as to the character of that land that has been sold, and we will
arrive at a conclusion on that general point only by bringing forward at least
a number of detailed cases.

Mr. Cawpwern: My contention is that we could not expect the Chair-
man to go into all the details of all these cases. I agree that if there is any
case that can illustrate the point, and the Chairman can get it for us, there is

- no objection to that.

The WrTNEss: As a matter of fact, there is great merit in dealing with
these cases as far as the salvage is concerned, and as far as the settlers that
are in difficulties are concerned. The statement that I had prepared goes into
the re-valuation on this basis. The settlers are divided into different classes.
First we have a group of settlers who have repaid their loans in full. Then
we have a group who not only meet their payments, but pay something more
each year. Then we have a group who are annually meeting their payments
right along, and then a group who are only partially meeting their payments,
and then a group who are unable to pay anything. I prepared this statement,
which I expected to put before the Committee, dealing with a number of actual
cases picked entirely at random through various districts, settlers who are in
difficulty. I have also the actual details of their cases. I did not expect to go
over the whole of them, but I do want an opportunity before the Committee
is through of reaching the salient features of the cases of a number of them in
order to illustrate the different types of men that are involved in the thing.
In the same way, I have had prepared and have here to-day a statement of
every parcel of land we have sold in the last twelve months, and individual
statements of each one, so there is no question as to that.

By Mr. Brown:

Q. Might we get a detailed statement as to what might be regarded as a
typical case in each one of these classes you mentioned?—A. Yes. As far as
Mr. Caldwell’s question goes, I have the figures here, of course, as to the
amount that was paid including the initial payments, the amount which has
been received from crop rentals, the amount received from various sources,
because on all these salvage cases we collect a good deal of money in rentals.
I have in mind ore case in Saskatchewan where we collected last year more
than one-third of the whole cost in our rentals, with the place on a crop rental
basis.

Mr. Carpwern: I would like to have that also in another column.

Q. Can you prepare us a statement that we can have for reference?—A.
Yes, we will prepare a statement practically duplicating all the salient state-
ments in here, with the additional ones bearing on the cost of land. I think it is
the only way, from a general point of view. If you ask me questions on any-
thing I can answer them, but it is pretty hard to attempt verbally unless I had
prepared them all beforehand, because there is so much and different points
continually arise.

Mr. Arraur: I would think, Mr. Chairman, the witness might go on with
the statement regarding the salvage of these places and the cost, and the
number of cases that have been successful and so on, and then afterwards hand
it in so that it may become part of this day’s proceedings, and we will have the
figures at least.
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The Wirness There are just two things that perhaps I would like to
emphasize here, or discuss in a very brief way. There is, of course, the ques-
tion of soldier settlers. They are spoken of as the men who are under the
Board. As a matter of fact, the men who are under the Board who have had
financial assistance number only 50 per cent of the soldier settlers who are on
the land in Canada. There are soldier settlers—for instance, there are 6,000
men who have gone on free land and have got no loans from us. In most cases
we would not give them a loan. Then there are a very large number of men
—and we have checks on them to a certain extent, although we cannot say
exactly how many men there are—who owned their land before they went
overseas and then went back on it again. Then there are a very large number
of men who wanted us to buy land and we refused, because the price was
too high, and they have been struggling on under agreements for sale on their
own hook. For instance, there are 3,000 men that we know of who get cheap
implements on our certificates, and cheap lumber and so on. We have an
arrangement with implement companies and lumber companies whereby we
get, special discounts, and a returned soldier would come in and get a certificate
from us to the Massey-Harris people or the International Harvester Company,
or the Cockshutt people, or a lumber concern, in which we stated that he was
a returned soldier, and a bona fide farmer and entitled to discount. There are
3,000 of these men. We estimate from the figures which are available to us
who are soldier settlers but who are not settlers under the Board. That, I think,
is bound to be an important aspect of the thing from the point of view of the
public, in considering the whole question of special relief for soldier settlers.

By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. You have made no expenditure on account of these men, and they are
under no supervision?—A. No.

Q. They are simply men who have settled on their own hook?—A. Yes.
Then, just as an illustration of that, in Manitoba the question of taxes arose,
and I have no doubt it will arise as one of the questions here. We had a letter
from the former Minister of Education for the Province of Manitoba, Hon. Dr.
Thornton, and in the memorandum which he submitted he said that in one
school district there were forty-one quarters formerly held by returned soldiers,
and he put the tax question up to us on that. The total number of our soldier
settlers there was eight, and the number of quarters we had was twelve out of
forty-one. The other returned soldiers had nothing to do with the Board. In
Dallas school section there were twenty-two quarters held by returned soldiers,
and we had only five loans out of that number.

Q. The land that was held by soldiers who were not under the Board could
be sold by the school board for the taxes, but they could not do that to the
soldiers under the Board.—A. I am not discussing the tax question; I am not
raising it from the tax point of view, but simply as an illustration to show that
there is a very large number of returned soldiers who are frrmers on the land
who are not under the Board, and I feel sure that that point will ultimately
come up. Any action that Parliament takes with respect to the men indebted
to the Government is going to arise sooner or later with respect to the men who
are also farmers and also returned soldiers, but do not owe the Government
anything. They have been struggling under the same conditions, and in a great
many cases have been paying interest on their money from 6 to 10 per cent,
while the settler under the Board pays only 5 per cent, or no interest at all.

Q. T think Mr. Barnett will admit that we have no jurisdiction over these
men and cannot take these into consideration.—A. I am only just indicating
that at the start.

[Major John Barnett.]
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Q. Before you go any further, let us get your viewpoint. Is it your view-
point that if the Government should revalue land we should have to reimburse
these other farmers?—A. I take this view, that revaluation is a relief bonus. It
is a bonus to a particular class of soldier settlers; you can ecall it a revaluation
or a reduction in capital, but it is a bonus after all.

By Mr. Brown.:

Q. But supposing we drop that and consider it as a question of doing the
best we can for the crop, to salvage it, and make the best of a bad scheme . —A.
That may be. I am not going to argue; I am not attempting to argue that,
excepting that I think it is my duty to call attention to the fact that that situa-
tion exists.

The CuARMAN: Perhaps we are going a little out of the way. I would
suggest, if it is the pleasure of the Committee, that we proceed with the general
statement on revaluation, and then all these matters would come out. Of course,
I need not tell members of this Committee that all questions could be asked
afterwards, but I think we should proceed with the general statement first, so I
would ask members of the Committee to be so kind as to let the witness proceed.
Of course, if the statement is not quite clear, a question can be asked to make it
more intelligible.

Mr. Knox: In the figures that Major Barnett gave us in regard to these
men farming who do not come under this Board, does he not include the men
who were on farms before they went overseas?

The Cuamrman: All that will come afterwards, but at the present time I
would suggest that the witness proceed with his statement and no doubt he will
mention this. Whether he does or not, questions can be asked afterwards to
re-open all these matters.

The Wirness: I would just as soon answer Mr. Knox’s question right now.
I do include in this, of course, men who did own farms. It includes some of
those; it includes men who have bought farms since; it includes men who have
gone on Dominion lands since; it includes a great variety of returned soldiers.

By Mr. Brown:

Q. Would it include men who had no connection or dealing with the Board
at any time?—A. Yes, certainly it does. The 6,000 men who got free grants
had to get a certificate from us, of course. There are 3,000 more who came to
us, and the only connection we had with them was to give them a certificate to
enable them to buy implements more cheaply. The others, about 10,000, have
been refused loans and a very considerable part of those, perhaps not 50 per
cent, but running into the thousands, a great many of them had already obligated
themselves to buy farms and we refused to complete the purchase of their pro-
perty. Now, there is only one thing further that I want to say, because I think
the rest should be waived until the general statement gets into the hands of the
Committee. On the question of re-valuation I would like in my evidence, if the
Committee is agreeable, to deal with the situation when we come to it at another
sitting, from four points of view, and I think it answers all the objections if the
evidence is presented in answer to four questions. What you do, and what you
should do depends upon the evidence that is given upon these four main questions.
The first question is, “ What is the true economic position of soldier settlers?”
and I am speaking now of only soldier settlers who have had financial assistance
from the Board. I am not referring to the others. That is the first question and
perhaps the most important. The second is, “ Will a special relief bonus by
way of valuation or a cut in capital materially assist the men who are having
difficulty in staying on the land?” Those are the two most important questions,
the true situation, and will it assist them. It is just in that connection that I

[Major John Barnett.]
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had prepared the statement, the individual statement dealing with over 1,000
cases of men who are in difficulties. There may be other men, there are more;
that does not exhaust the number of men who are having difficulty by any means.
The last two questions are incidental to the first two. “Provided that it is
determined that re-valuation or a relief bonus in some shape is found possible,
to what soldier settlers will that special relief be made to apply?” That is the
next question, and that has to be considered. The last question is, “ What
method of affording that relief will be most satisfactory and cost simple? Those
are the four lines that I would like to take up in dealing with the question, and
I think if the Committee is agreeable after the general statement goes in, that
is the line I would like to follow to present my views on the question of re-
valuation. I might say that I do not purpose dealing with the actual deflation
that has taken place. I have gathered together far more evidence than I had last
time on the question of deflation; I have drawn from every district office that
we have operating, comparative prices of lumber. I have taken an actual
lumber bill which we bought in 1919 and 1920, gone to a lumber company to-day
and said, “ Fill it and what is your price?” I have taken an actual bill of
implements we bought, and have gone to the implement dealer to-day and said,
« il it, and what is your price?” In the same way, the land is more diffi-
cult, but on the land situation we have also canvassed and got the results of sales
in order to get comparisons, and I have established, apart altogether from our
own land which we have resold, a large number of comparative prices. I think
evidence of that should hinge on the question as to the situation now, as contained
in the question, “ Will re-valuation or a capital cut help the men who are in
difficulties?”

By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. Have you included in that a comparison of the prices for the produce of
{hese farms when they were bought, and now?—A. No. Everybody knows that.

Q. Or the comparative purchasing value of that, as compared with the price
of things the settler buys?—A. No. It is easy enough to do; that is a matter
of common knowledge.

Q. You have not prepared anything like that?—A. No. I have not. That
is a matter of common knowledge. There is no question, of course, that on most
things at any rate there is no comparison.

Q. There, after all, hinges the whole difficulty, and there is what justifies
the purchasing of the land at the price you did purchase it for at that time, and
to-day it is impossible to pay that price at the present rate of farm produce. To
my mind that is the whole thing—A. T cannot quite agree with you. Of course,
you can point to districts all over Canada where you cannot buy land at a
reasonable price, and for any settler we attempt to establish to-day we have to
pay more than we paid in 1919.

Q. Then you do not want to buy it?—A. We are not buying very much,
but other people are buying it and we have to refuse to establish anyone there;
they are good districts, too. I will admit they are not nearly as numerous as the
ones that are the other way; they are not as numerous, but there are cases and
that is one of the things you have to consider when you consider the question of
re-valuation, and it is one of the things you have to deal with in determining
what settlers you are going to distribute this re-valuation to, if you decide to
put it through. It is a real problem that confronts you.

I do not think there is anything further, Mr. Chairman, that I should say
this morning. I will prepare the general statement, and then if the Committee
is agreeable I will be prepared to answer and explain any questions, and then
on the question of re-valuation, I will take it up as soon as opportunity affords.
I think the evidence should be concentrated on those four questions, in order to

bring it to the attention of the Committee.
[Major John Barnett.]
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By the Chairman:

Q. When do you expect this general statement to be prepared?>—A. In just
two or three days we can have it for you. I do not think you will have to delay
very long.

The CramrMaN: In view of the declaration of Major Barnett that he would
not be prepared to go any further, I suppose we might adjourn now. Before
that, however, I wish to inform the Committee that the third report of the
Ralston Commission will be printed some time this week. Therefore, we are
waiting on two things, this general statement of Major Barnett’s, and the report
of the Ralston Commission. In view of the fact that Major Barnett declares his
general statement will take two or three days to prepare—which is a short time
after all—perhaps we had better decide now not to fix any date for the next
meeting, but as soon as these statements are available, the Committee will be
called together.

The witness retired.

The Committee adjourned.

[Major John Barnett.]
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TOTAL SETTLEMENT UNDER THE ACT
Total Total Total Total Total
: Applications Number Number Established | Settlement
District and Province dealt Qualified Granted on Soldier under
with to to a Grant Entries the
Date Date Loan without Loan Act
VANCOUNEE: s ssutls Goin caminis s ot 10,135 5,341 2,167 122 2,289
Nernon 2ot ot et e 952 554 1,201 130 1,331
British Columbia......... 11,087 5,895 3,368 252 3,620
Calioiy. i cidipinnsiinnbs 7,308 5,968 2,929 471 3,400
Bhmonton. . i i i 7,893 6,685 3,953 1,942 5,895
Alberts . . ccoivaiils o ivive s 15,201 12,653 6,882 2,413 9,295
o e R s 7,081 5,811 2,150 721 2,871
Baskatonn:z: .. i v s 5,550 4,217 2,191 344 2,535
Frince Albert. ... .. coegecess 2,449 1,906 1,628 1,488 3,116
Saskatchewan............. 15,080 11,934 5,969 2,553 8,522
MARIODN G v o iis s simini S yslon 10,082 8,218 3,639 1,203 4,842
e ey R 8,390 4,871 il b Rl IR GO 1,886
T T T D N R R S 2,780 1,366 T i s GRRR 477
New Brunswick........... - 1,954 1,420 686 *14 700
INOFRBOOLIR, . o olonyomoinss 1,833 1,122 L Ll B AR R P 469
Prince Edward Island......... 736 558 -7 o SRR TS 367
Maritime Provinces........... 4,523 3,100 1,522 *14 1,536
Dominion Totals.......... 67,143 48,037 23,743 6,435 30,178

Applications Received but not dealt with:—766, bringing Total Applications Received to 67,909.
* On Crown Lands but under the Advisory Supervision of the Board.

STATEMENT OF SETTLERS ESTABLISHED ON THE LAND—BY CALENDAR YEARS

From
Jan. 1, 1924
District and Province 1918 1919 1920 1921 1922 1923 to
) March 31,
1924

o R S EN R R P 70 1,856 614 122 60 76 16
N e RS A R R SR AR S ] et (2 LS o 187 127 99 94 13
British Columbia......c..cvci00en.. 70| 1,856 801 249 159 170 29
CRlgary . = o TR R TR 64 1,248 988 329 165 96 24
Edmonton 146 1,809 1,189 340 229 173 30
Alberta. . oo dibs Jn B EE AR 210, 3,057 2,177 669 394 269 54
1177 S e T S S B e 44 730 976 188 95 72 22
Baskatoon . ... . wati 15 794 841 273 125 99 33
Prince Albert 30 645 547 172 85 135 18
Saskatehewan . .c.oosesemsissoves 89| 2,169 2,364 633 305 306 73
10 T S SO RN o 216| 1,434] 1,281 322 134 182 30
L AR AR AR RN 24 633 616! 238 199 123 3P
L T S AT R S P P 21 211 135 45 29 31 2
INew BmERIOk T il v 11 306 150 89 76 17 11
o s A R S R D e 5 209 106 60 33 41 7
Prince Edward Island.................. 21 178 89 28 26 14 4
Maritime Provinces....c...o.ecoesencsen 37 693 345 177 135 72 2%
Pominion Potals., /i o b0 is, 667| 10,053 7,719 2,333| 1,355 1,153 24¢

6—5
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SumMMARY
No. Settlers established during Calendar Year 1918............... ¥ 2 667
he L #* 5 1919. s 107068
" s ¥ )5/ 088 st e 7,719
“ # o, o ) sy B SRS IO (AT 0 2,333
e ;2 * e 117 AR ST NG BRI AT 1,355
- “ o s P R e R TR SR G 1,153
& # from Japuary 1st to March 31st,1924................... 240
Loans approved but not reported for disbursement............ouveeveerenennn.n. 223
Total Number of Loans approved........o.oveuvuivnennnnnnnns 23,743
GROSS LOANS TO SETTLERS TO MARCH 31, 1924
Removal of Stock and
District Encumbrances Equipment. Total
and Land on Soldier Permanent Special Gross
Province Purchase Settlers’ Improvements| Advances, Loans
Land ete.
$  cts $ cts. $ cts. $ cts. $ cts.
Vancouver.......... 5,859,119 54 263,065 23 1,207,608 49 2,155,821 86 9,485,615 12
Yeron.,....coiiiva 3,191,589 85 199,857 85 776,767 65 1,043,699 79 5,211,916 14
British Columbia.| 9,050,709 39 462,923 08 1,984,377 14 3,199,521 65 14,697,531 26
Cllpdry. o0 8,699,476 42 380,716 24 1,365,233 95 4,186,319 11 14,601,745 72
Edmonton.......... 6,980,374 21 362,187 65 1,368,704 19 5,001,643 91 13,712,909 96
Alborta. . ... oo 15,649,850 63 742,903 89 2,733,938 14 9,187,963 02 28,314,655 68
Regina.. ..o vvi. 5,992,475 24 394,491 00 943,532 30 2,666,399 59 9,996,898 13
Saskatoon.......... 5,465,856 12 315,993 00 1,012,198 94 2,891,453 79 9,685,501 85
....... 2,510,213 44 85,001 81 680,811 50 2,001,237 09 5,277,353 84
13,968, 544 80 795,575 81 2,636,542 74 7,559,090 47 24,959,753 82
........... 9,102,967 43 1.6,487 62 2,224,818 63 5,109,805 96 16,554,079 64
b 6,126,302 17 151,702 28 300,432 00 1,786,618 06 8,365,054 51
h 1,542,000 92 21,279 38 73,798 09 699,240 37 2,336,318 76
Maritime Provinces.| 3,318,216 54 148,228 32 141,195 41 1,150,817 40 4,758,457 67
Head Office......... R L e R e BT e I S I 27 10
Dominion Totals....| 58,758,618 98 2,479,100 38 10,095,102 15 | 28,693,056 93 100,025,878 44
Robvauoed toibndling. | v i e s e R R e e e S e 399,199 31
§1050 7 RN S RS e st n S e oy s s SR L I e 100,425,077 75

STATEMENT OF LOANSIN FORCE AS AT MARCH 31, 1924

L B R et R LR ok S k8 W e e e o o $ 100,425,077 75
ol Inttial Padmente. i oo Lo oot dai s B e $ 5,788,483 64
5 Returned:. .00 b6 Vo $ 1,767,561 17
Burples Betnrmed: v o500 e i ity 37,031 61 1,804,592 78
(Histates and Foreclomives). | oo s i iy Bl iaia b Sarinty $ 3,983,800 86 $ 3,983,890 86
Net Laans. o0 ool s i S RS e R R S e e $ 96,441,186 89
Interest charged and accrued to March 31, 1924 7,291,306 50
Total Foansifénding Taberest 7o 0 0ol ool s e $ 103,732,493 39
Tess Repavments:, 000 o, s ert bl s i ue s algi s i e 12,975,135 10

Balance Outstanding on account of Loans................ s AR Lo S L e 2 $ 90,757,358 29
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TOTAL ACREAGE, MARCH 31, 1924

Acreage Occupied by Settlers with Loans
Acreage | Total
4 Average | Occupied | Acreage
District and Province Pur- Privately Acreage N Occupied
chased | Owned [Dominion| Total of Settlers |under the
Lands Lands Lands | Acreage | Settlers’ | without Act
Farms Loans
VANOOUVEY;iu. io b e hatele Lo s » 96,867 24,572 288 121,727 56-0) 29,280| 151,007
Vernon....... R S e e 69,523 14,364 14,668 98, 555 83-2 31,200| 129,755
British Columbia........ 166,390 38,936 14,956 220,282 65-4 60,480 280,762
ColOREY . dici. i 300 sus oe 446,348 55,324 144,246, 645,918 220-5| 113,040| 758,958
h 07, T T R SRR 391,426 88,716| 368,294| 848,436 215-2| 466,080( 1,314,516
¥ LT RS 837,774 144,040| 512,540| 1,494,354 217-1|  579,120| 2,073,474
Boming: . . oi . 0d ciienai bl 314,925 68,437 89,563| 472,925 219-0| 173,040/ 645,965
BRBERIOON it oo cdo o iR o K00 319,817 69,745 53,152| 442,714 201-2 82,560| 525,274
Prince AlBBrb. ... ineoaeione 149,949 41,984| 202,860 394,793 244-1 357, 120 751,913
Saskatchewan........... 784,691 180,166, 345,575| 1,310,432 219-5| 612,720 1,923,152
Manitoba. ..o iiipoibins 448,374 38,126/ 232,310| 718,810 197-5| 288,720| 1,007,530
COMBRRNE, U300 o siei Npilli s e 163,876 12, 8000000000 176,133 o IR O 176,133
i R AN B 51,377 Tl i siiivass 54,105 5355 | ST 54,105
New Brunswick.......coouvn 81,976 7,075 310 89,361 80N ... i 89,361
Nova Scobil.i.....ce0s0buae 51,984 0L 59,627 o NS 59,627
Prince Edward Island........ 26,737 Sl 31,840 1 SRR 31,840
Maritime Provinces...... 160, 697 19,821 310 180,828 . SRRt 180,828
Dominion Totals......... 2,613,179| 436,074 1,105,691| 4,154,944 175-1| 1,541,040| 5,695,984
SUMMARY

Acrenge of Purehased Tands. .0 o0 e il cnlcoias tomihvim ot e ian 2,613,179

4 Privately Owned Landn. ... .0 dhiniiosarsnsniine T 436,074

o Dominion Lands (With Loans) 1,105,691

5 s CWALhORE BoBBR), 15 . iiiissiursnansnssnsanisnse 1,541,040

Total Acreageunder the Aot ..t aiva i bveviloia aotvs vl s 5,695,984

6—5% S
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PURCHASED LANDS—ACREAGE AND AVERAGE PRICE PAID

Average Price per Acre

Total Acreage and Amount Paid

District Inception to March Fiscal Year Fiscal Year
and Incep- | Fiscal | Fiscal y 1921-22 1922-23
Province tion to | Year | Year

Mar. 31, 1921-22 | 1922-23 | Acreage | Amount |Acreage| Amount |Acreage| Amount

57-10| 62-61 73-93 89,103| 5,087,514| 3,299| 206,560/ 1,800 133,071

42-18| 46-60, 71-06 57,085( 2,407,748 5,804 270,445 3,002 213,329

51-27| 52-40| 72-14 146.188| 7,495,262| 9,103| 477,005 4,802 346,400

Calgary.......... 17-02 18-61 18-47 361,919( 6,161,285 42,579| 792,446 23,213| 428,696

Edmonton........ 16-59| 19-75 18-18| 330,040| 5,475,742| 27,012| 533,615 19,496 354,369

Alberta........... 16-82| 19-05 18-33 691,959|11, 637,027 69,591| 1,326,061| 42,709 783,065

17-69 17-18 16-01 260,979 4,617,353| 24,122 414,463 14,403 230,675

15-66| 13-96 18-46| 258,157 4,043,764| 29,174| 404,224| 13,749| 253,876

14-90] 11-17 13-04 108,270| 1,613,033| 20,530/ 229,383| 11,120 154,972

16-37 14-24 16-28|  627,406|10,274,150, 73,826/ 1,051,070/ 39,372 639, 523

17-63| 21-04] 23-41 392,029( 6,910,362 24,242 509,977| 16,120 377,419

34-38| 38-35| 38-12 128,532| 4,418,970| 16,160/ 619,669 10,573| 402,997

29-52| 37-95| 29-52 43,328| 1,278,737 2,542 96,460 3,331 98,343

New Brunswick. . 16-48| 25-56 18-08 62,860/ 1,036,109 6,382 163,144 6,419 116,053

Nova Scotia...... 19-56| 25-38| 23-57 39,409 770,852| 4,107 104,232| 4,171 98,315

P. E. Island...... 28-04| 29-60, 33-27, 22,335 626,259 1,467 43,430 1,444 48,037
Maritime

Provinces....... 19-53| 26-00, 21-80 124,604| 2,433,220{ 11,956 310,806 12,034| 262,405

Dominion Totals. 21-10] 21-17| 22-59| 2,154,046(45,447,728| 207,420| 4,391,068| 128,841 2,910,252
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THE SOLDIER SETTLEMENT BOARD OF CANADA—COLLECTIONS 1923-1924 AS AT

MAY 7, 1924
Settlers
Total
District Amount Total Per cent|] With Who Per
and Due Amount, Col- Pay- | Who Who Paid cent | Making
Province Oct. 1, Collected | lected | ments | Paid | Paid in Who Pre-
1923 Due in in Full | Made | pay-
Oct. 1, | Full Part or Due | ments
1923 Part Pays
$ octs. $ cts.
Vancouver........ 509,924 85 203,706 21 39-9| 1,724 575 812| 1,387 80-4 97
Vernon! ... ... 260,892 12| 88,636 49 34-0 886 265 343 608 68-6 215

British Columbia.| 770,816 97| 292,342 70 37-9| 2,610, 840, 1,155 1,995 76-4 312

Calgay. . ... 859,093 55| 391,179 79, 45-5 2,289 694/ 1,096/ 1,790 782 491
Edmonton........ 759,066 58| 313,762 42 41-3| 2,825 893 1,311] 2,204 78-0 713
Alberta oo i 1,618,160 13| 704,942 21 43-6| 5,114| 1,587 2,407 3,994 78-11 1,204
Regina. /... 433,799 11| 214,796 31 49-5| 1,707 692 554 1,246 73-0 420-
Saskatoon........ 468,035 59| 296,239 94 63-3 1,697 782 671 1,453 856 437
Prince Albert..... 276,142 82| 132,464 28 45-0] 1,326 536 441 977 73-7 137
Saskatchewan. ... (1,177,977 52| 643,500 53 54-6/ 4,730 2,010 1,666/ 3,676 Vi 994
Manitoba......... 749,226 64| 139,172 51 18-6| 2,455 384 743| - 1,127 45-9 232
Ontario= oo .o 351,348 04| 268,568 94 76-4| 1,388 665 426| 1,091 78-6 249
Quebeéo........... 99,570 13| 48,550 07 48-7 320 102 148 250 78-1 52
New Brunswick..| 87,284 32| 47,516 45 54-4 437 167 185 352 805 70
Nova Scotia...... 74,341 85| 44,139 15 60-3 333 124 187 311 93-4 44
P.E.Island...... 42,548 36| 34,437 50| . 80-9 266 126 101 227 85-3 57

Mar. Provinces...| 204,174 53| 126,093 10 61-7| 1,036 417 473 890 85-9 171

Dominion Totals. |4, 971,273 96(2,223,170 06| 44-7| 17,653] 6,005 7,018 13,023 73-8 3,214

Of the 13,023 who have made payments, 46-1 per cent paid in full.
539 per cent paid in part.
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LOANS REPAID IN FULL

Repaid Loan | Repaid Loan Total
District and Province by Selling |and Continued Repaid
Farm to Farm Loans
T T R e S e e R S e R 79 49 128
A1 T e ¥ R R T g SRR SRR S N S DB 22 16 38
R Colmbl . A e 101 65 166
ALY s N e R R s sk 12 49 61
27 64 91
39 113 152
9 20 29
9 24 33
6 29 35
24 73 97
MR, R s S R 29 19 48
Ontario 68 39 107
Quebec 6 4 10
Nse Braswiok iori o ahase o BB S Al e s s B ha s . s 15 16 31
P S R e M R e R RE G S R s S o RS T TS 12 20 32
Prince Edward Island 22 15 37
Matititag ProWmoes. . oii. o 530t o on i Bitle i braedboi 49 51 100
Dominion Totals............ se v fesesissshivai i en b 316 364 680
ESTATES AND FORECLOSURES
Total Percentage
Number Number of | Number of of Settlers
District and Province o Completed Pending with Loans
Adjustment Cases Cases in
Cases Adjustment
NRBSOUYDY. . . o b b b s s 387 190 197 17-8
L R e S P e TR o AT 195 66 129 16-2
British Colatnbih. o000 s s 582 256 326 17-3
L L e e 485 108 377 16+5
RaREON -l sl sataes 866 223 643 21-9
S R e R S el 1,351 331 1,020 19-6
LT S e GRS e R SR 353 99 254 16-4
T L R R R DRl 319 80 239 14-5
Bramoa Albert o o o e e 179 46 133 11:0
BABKREOHOWAN ... s it s s 851 225 626 14-2
Manitoba. . 912 160 752 25-1
Ontario. 315 149 166 16-7
L T R R R e SR AN SRS 167 103 64 350
New Brunswick 154 57 97 224
BN EONEIA -~ L e i G 70 34 36 14-9
Prince Edward Island....co. o ioioiviiniv. 61 37 24 16-6
Mearitime Provinoes.. .oiv.. i ihees st sin 285 128 157 18:7
Dotiinion Totals. . . oot on i 4,463 1,352 3,111 188
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SuMMARY

Number of Cases Completely Close Out, Involving 1,346 parcels of Land...... 1,352
Pendmg Cases where stock and el%uxpment sold but land not sold. . 2,110

o where both S. & E. and Land Sold but Documents
not Complete. . 2 boe o et ne Tl o et 124

b i where land has been sold but stock and equipment
Boveold -t e L e e e 93
i 3 where both land and stock and equipment are unsold 784
Total Number of Adjustrnent CaBes. ... L. i icdisiaiesiressnaohasssnsarssns 4,463

Ot total soldier settlers granted a loan 188 per cent have passed into adjustment.

ESTATES AND FORECLOSURES—LAND AND PERMANENT IMPROVEMENTS—

(DISBURSEMENTS)
Total
Number of Amount, Amount Amount Disbursed
Cases Disbursed Initial Disbursed for
District where by Board Deposits for Land
Land for Received Permanent and
Involved Land by Board Improve- Permanent
ments Improve-
ments
$ cts. $ octa $ cts. $ cots.
N ANDOUVOT. .o oans sssnnniosan 189 543,918 83 16,281 97 98,624 84 658,825 64
e L 64 195,151 38 9,171 70 28,072 53 232,395 51
BT R Rl ok he e T ol 108 359,596 72 23,734 80 35,681 83 419,013 35
TORERENEON . v v v v arstiwpone s 223 577,520 30 10,359 68 68,535 84 655,415 82
7 T N e e 99 307,371 22 21,134 00 33,330 18 361,835 40
BRRERLOON . . i giins s snids 80 221,391 51 11,661 40 34,490 54 267,543 45
Prigea Albert. .. :..ovoiscnens 46 71,982 60 2,364 00 14,775 85 89,122 45
TR TR s B T 160 448,532 05 37,824 47 101,936 21 588,292 73
B0 T e A S PR R Rl 146 460,376 08 36,292 50 21,662 15 518,330 73
T RSy e e SR 103 376,903 12 7,799 88 19,216 15 403,919 15
Neow Broaswick. ..o 0660 57 113,638 14 1,893 77 1,033 44 116,565 35
NovaBeatIs > 0 o e . ini 34 77,512 00 1,175 00 1,401 98 80,088 98
Prince Edward Island......... 37 77,398 00 300 00 * 250 21 77,948 21
Maritime Provinces........... 128 268,548 14 3,368 77 2,685 63 274,602 54
Dominion Totals. . 0...5 0000 1,346 | 3,831,291 95 179,993 07 458,011 75 | 4,469,296 77
SUMMARY

Amount Disbursed by Board for Land.........
“  TInitial Deposits Received by Board.....
“  Disbursed for Permanent Improvements

Total Cost of Land and Permanent Improvements

$ —3,831,291 95
=179,
— 458,011 75

993 07

$ —4,469,296 77
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ESTATES AND FORECLOSURES—LAND AND PERMANENT IMPROVEMENTS—

(RECEIPTS)
Actual Amount of Total Balances
Selling Initial Receipts Receipts on
District Price Deposits from Crop Resale of
of Received | Rentals Sales Land and
Land v Permanent | Surplus Deficit
Board Improve-
ments
$ cts.| $§ cts. $§ ots.| $§ cts $ cts. $ octs. $ ots.
Vancouver......... 695,626 57| 16,281 97| 3,120 74 883 23| 715,912 51| 57,086 87|............
Nemon.. oo 243,489 84 9,171 60 1,364 56 641 64| 254,667 64| 22,272 13(............
Caloary ... .. 446,762 81| 23,734 80| 2,204 42 561 10| 473,263 13| 54,249 78|............
Edmonton 759,395 84| 10,359 68 872 89| 5,766 00| 776,394 41| 120,978 59|............
ROEIB. . o s 398,823 65| 21,134 00, 940 55| 8,693 08| 429,591 28| 67,755 88|............
Saskatoon......... 302,628 22| 11,661 40 55 48| 7,023 35| 321,368 45 53,825 00|............
Prince Albert...... 120,784 20 2,364 00| 1,435 59 848 16| 125,431 95 36,309 50{............
Manitoba.......... 578,905 31| 37,824 47| 3,498 41| 2,009 04| 622,237 23| 33,944 50|............
OBBBYIa. 5 coviiv s 513,299 46| 36,292 50( 5,012 15| 6,916 03| 561,520 14| 43,189 41|............
Quebec..........., 373,724 96 7,799 88 1,209 00| 2,117 24| 384,851 08|............ 19,068 07
New Brunswick....| 126,333 89 1,893 77 214 00 813 43 129,255 09| 12,689 74{............
Nova Scotia....... 86,160 00 1,175 00 130 00 921 14| 88,386 14 BT Bl
P. E.Island....... 89,984 00 3004001 .. 430 75 90,714 75| 12,766 54|............
Maritime
Provinces........ 302,477 89 3,368 77 344 00| 2,165 32| 308,355 98| 33,753 44|............
Dominion Totals..|4,735,918 75| 179,993 07| 20,057 79| 37,624 19(4,973,593 80| 523,365 10! 19,068 07
Surplus—8$504, 297.03
SUMMARY

Actual Selling Price of Land and Permanent Improvements

..$ 4,735,918 75

Initial Deposits 179,993 07
Heoball ¢ ool el e i liias 20,057 79
Crop Sales....... B L e e e SR e R T et i 37,624 19

Total Receipts on resale of Land and Permanent Improvements
Total Cost of Land and Permanent Improvements

........................ 4,469,296 77

..$ 4,973,593 80

BOTPIUB . i Mot ien e o P e B R A e e $ 504,297 03
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ESTATES AND FORECLOSURES—CAPITAL INVESTMENT—DISBURSEMENTS AND
RECEIPTS FOR LAND, PERMANENT IMPROVEMENTS, AND STOCK AND EQUIP-

MENT
Land, P.I1.,and S.and E.| Receipts | Repay- Balances
from ments Total
District Amount Amount Fire by Receipts
is- Realized Loss Settlers Surplus Deficit
bursed on Resale
$ otel $ octs.] $§ cts.|] $ ots. $ cts. $ octs. $  -cts.
Vancouver.........| 808,911 77| 801,027 89| 1,910 00 8,'626 60| 811,564 49 2802 181, seisianiy
Nemon.o. .00k 287,201 15| 290,895 73].......... 1,628 33| 292,525 06 8. 323 91 v sigagiay
CRIRArY. v vin oo 561,927 28| 553,936 61| 1,216 50| 4,585 21 559,738 32f............ 2,233 96
Edmonton......... 941,242 89| 927,360 33 685 00| 9,040 37| 937,085 70{............ 4,157 19
ROZINB v 454,384 46| 483,701 36 654 85| 5,068 22| 489,424 43 35,039 97
Saskatoon......... 348,012 21| 370,105 53 16 58 344 28| 393,466 39 25,454 18|...
Prince Albert...... 130, 576 781 168,877 87]...% . i is, 884 55| 154,261 92 14,685 14
Manitoba.......... 779,007 67| 723,563 97| 1,156 73| 5,620 94| 730,341 64............ 48,666 03
OREREID i vemisioins 661,641 40| 645,551 80| 1,459 61| 13,003 01| 660,014 L e e 1,626 98
Qilebec. .. .o oo O 556,431 18| 471,641 54| 1,690 00| 3,035 29| 476,366 83|............ 80,064 35
New Brunswick....| 164,900 30| 163,749 11f.......... 1,398 72| 165,147 83 24T B31.. .inhzavin
Nova Scotia....... 107,216 05| 105,121 46| 1,200 00| 1,240 08| 107,561 54 B A9 i
P. E.Island....... 95,446 64| 104,013 76| 1,849 31| 1,926 28| 107,789 35 b o g | ARSI
Maritime
Provinces........ 367,562 99| 372,884 33| 3,049 31| 4,565 08| 380,498 72 12,980 T8 .o
Dominion Totals. .|5,905,944 78|5,794,046 46| 11,838 58| 59,402 885,865,287 92 96,091 651 13,748 51
Capital Deficit—
$40, 656 .86
SUMMARY
Total Disbursements for Land, P. I.and S.and E..........c..ccoenn... $ 5,905,944 78
Total Receiptson Resale.........oovieninieieiiiiiineitacieiinineeennns 5,865,287 92
Deficit on Capital Investment......cocovveeireieieraroanniecncncens $ 40,656 86
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ESTATES AND FORECLOSURES—LAND SALES—NUMBER OF UNITS SOLD AND
OFFERS ACCEPTED TO MARCH 31, 1924

Class 1 Class 6 Class 3
— — - Total
Land Sold Offers Units Sold
District and Province Completed Land Sold | (Documents Received and
Cases (8. and E. not and Accepted Offers
not Sold) Completed) Accepted
S. and E. Sold
Vancouver... 19 1 11 7 209
OOy s 5 3 74
256 1 16 10 283
108 15 16 11 150
223 3 47 15 288
331 18 63 26 438
99 6 13 3 121
80 11 14 14 119
46 1 5 11 63
Saskatchewan............. 225 18 32 28 303
160 9 2 7 178
149 9 8 16 182
103 2 2 3 110
New Brunswick 57 1 BT R 10 87
Nova Scotia...... 34 8 1 1 44
Prince Edward Island. 37 R ST 2 47
Maritime Provinces....... 128 36 1 13 178
Dominion Totals.............. 1,352 93 124 103 1,672
SUMMARY

Gases complataly sold mut. 007 G ate o ol s L s e T 1,352

Less Land Sold—Documents not completed, €tC........oovvoereernnnononnnnn, 124

s i (Boand Bomnt Boll) 0 s S s e 93

Offersreceived midaveapted o 5 L0 o U e e TR 103

Total Units Sold and Offers Accepted............ovuuneerrnnnnnnns. 1,672

ESTATES AND FORECLOSURES—LAND SALES AND OFFERS ACCEPTED
_— Cost Price Selling Price Surplus

$ cts. $ cts. $ octs.
1,352 Case+ Completely Closed out............co0ovvvnunnn. 4,469,296 77| 4,973,593 80 504,297 03
124 Cases Land Sold Documents not Completed 385,187 60 426,479 12 41,291 52
93 Cases Land Sold 8. and E. not sold............... 338,225 41 362,559 00 24,333 59
103 Cases Offers Received and Accepted.................. 344,280 90, 394,256 01 49,975 11
Total 1072 Unitaol Land, . ..o 0 Lo i b 5,536,990 68| 6,156,887 93 619,897 25
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COST OF ADMINISTRATION

Nature of Expenditure 1922-1923 1923-1924 Total
$ cts. $ cts. $ “ets.
General Exzpenditure—

General Office Expenses 75,498 38 63,527 56 139,025 94
Travelling EXpenses.........oooeeveeiieerioiierniieenns 52,957 86 60,679 61 113,637 47
BRI e i s N S S e e ol 680,213 16 601,177 86 | 1,281,391 02
Printing and Stationery 32,323 54 31,364 08 63,687 62
Legal Bxpenges. o toviosavrys domsnninseonss 29,693 73 24,684 68 54,378 41
Migcslaneous - F S R T R SR R (Ea L el R E 7,194 99
Total General Expenditure..................... 877,881 66 781,433 79 | 1,659,315 45

Agricultural Supervision—
Travelling EXpenses.......cc.ovviveriiiieiieniannn. 284,509 82 241,125 34 525,635 16
T O e B Tk 503,967 33 450,794 45 954,761 78
W AL AN . ol 0l 0t vidi Vs vaie e MBS e 80 40,242 39 37,421 46 77,663 85
Miscellaneous 7,436 25 21,265 77 28,702 02
Total Agricultural Supervision.................. 836,155 79 750,607 02 | 1,586,762 81
Total General Expenditure..................... 877,881 66 781,433 79 | 1,659,315 45
Total Agricultural Supervision.................. 836,155 79 750,607 02 | 1,586,762 81
1,714,037 45 | 1,532,040 81 | 3,246,078 26

SUMMARY
Expenditure from Inception to March 31, 1321 5,897,930 88
ideal YearT921-1922 . .t 0 .. dibviveses 2,062,715 27
= 10 S L R REEC I SO SR ; 1,714,037 45
* b e [ e SR R R e 1 e 1,532,040 81

11,206,724 41
$ 11,206,724 41

Pay and Allowances to March 31, 1922.......... ... ovniiiiinie..n $ 223,387 99
Training Centres and Home Branch Short Courses to March 31, 1922.. 98,592 34

_—— % 321,980 33
Net Amount Administration Expenditure............cooviviiiiiiiiiiinn. Aaseil R $ 11,528,704 74

Other Expenditure (Not strictly administrative)—
Cost of Settling Indian Soldiers—Department Indian Affairs........................ $ 8,800 69
Bonus Payments to March 31, 1924..........ovvniiiiiiiiiniaiiiiiniaiiiiieeinnnes 861,993 91
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STAFF

The number of staff at head office and districts, including those employed
in the field at March 31, 1924, was 625.

The peak load was reached in June, 1920, when the total staff of the board
was 1,579.

Since June, 1920, up to March 31, 1924, the staff has been reduced by 954
or 60.4 per cent.

The staff as at March 31, 1924, was distributed as follows:

Salary
Cost
District Male Female Total (per
annum
rate)
$
Nanponver. ... oo i sl e e BT 36 11 47 76,300
Nemanl 7). e B S e 22 6 28 47,680
T N SR e B S e i 43 19 62 93,940
YT R e e R S RS odi e SR i 56 22 78 122,820
Lt e ealie s mtima SRR B Acti Rl Jes e A T 38 13 51 78,780
BIMRMGROONG . . v iy Sh S5 s o AR S A g B L 33 12 45 68,130
Faaiee Adhart. . o R e e 25 12 37 58,040
T i e W D 50 21 71 106,110
BRAEIE 1 e T G e e i 29 12 41 66, 220
o R R R e 0 e DR 6 6 12 17,190
BEIGBN - G e b R o R T 21 8 29 44,540
TIOROI ol o oy o S T R e 92 32 124 216,290
Bominion Totaly, - ol fonladsi B =t e nuny sofor g iss 451 174 625 996, 040

Of the Total Number of Staff, 72-1 per cent are Males.
Of the Total Male Employees, 96-2 per cent are Returned Soldiers.
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CommitTEE Room 436,
House or ComMmons,
WebNESDAY, May 21, 1924.

The Special Committee appointed to consider questions relating to Pensions,
Insurance and Re-establishment of Returned Soldiers, met at 11 o’clock, a.m.
the Chairman, Mr. Jean J. Denis, presiding.

The CmAlrMAN: Miss Macphail and gentlemen, although the Committee
is not very numerous, I think we shall proceeed now. The clerk has some com-
munications to report.

The CuHAIRMAN: These communications will be referred to the sub-com-
mittee. Now, we have General Griesbach present this morning; he has been
invited to make a general statement about pensions and land settlements and
so forth. It has been known for some time that General Griesbach had a
statement to make, and we have invited him to come this morning; I will
therefore ask him to make his statement now.

Major General W. A. GriesBacH, a Member of the Senate, called.

The CHAIRMAN: It is understood that General Griesbach is only making
a statement and is not giving evidence; in view of that fact he will not be
sworn.

The Wirness: Mr. Chairman, Miss Macphail and gentlemen; such quali-
fications as I may have for addressing the Committee are based upon the fact
that during the war some 25,000 men passed through my hands, covering nearly
the whole of Canada, perhaps with the exception of the Maritime Provinces.
Since the war, by reason of the fact that I have been a Member of the House
of Commons and a Member of the Senate, men from all over Canada write
to me or come to see me in connection with the various problems with which
they are confronted. With respect to the pensions, civil re-establishment,
hospitalization, soldiers’ re-establishment, and matters of that sort. It is
growing out of this connection that there are some matters upon which I feel
very strongly, that I feel it is my duty to bring before you in the light of the
experience that I have had. I may say that I have not yet had the opportunity
of reading, if it is in print, the last report of the Ralston Commission. It is
just possible that some of the things which I shall refer to are covered by
that report. The first point which I would like to bring to your notice is the
desirability of making provision for the re-establishment of the widow’s pen-
sion in the case of the widow who marries a second time. That is to say,
she is entitled to a pension with respect to her deceased husband; she is in the
enjoyment of that pension and she marries again. Under the law as it now
stands she receives a form of gratuity of one year’s pension, and then she
goes off pension. With that I do not disagree at all. She has now made
provision for herself by taking a second husband, but should that second
husband die the law as it now stands leaves her without any pension at all.
She cannot go back on pension. Now, I find in the Mounted Police Act, pro-
vision is made for just such a case. If a woman enjoying a pension with respect
to her deceased husband marries again and the second husband dies, she im-
mediately goes back on the pension which she previously had. I do not think
any argument is needed to show that such should be the law with respect to
the pensioners under the Pension Act. The method of the pension is to care

[Major General W. A. Griesbach.]



54 SPECIAL COMMITTEE
14-15 GEORGE V, A. 1923

for the widow. A second husbhand undertakes the task for a while, and he
dies, and her position then is just what it was when her first husband died.
The fact that such a law now exists in the case of the Mounted Police pensions
goes to show that the matter has received consideration. I strongly urge upon
this Committee the desirability of bringing in an amendment to our present
pension law to provide that the widow who upon the death of her second
husband shall be restored to the pension she enjoyed by reason of the death
of her first husband.

Then there is another matter to which I would like to draw attention, with
respect to widows, and it is this. The law as it now stands requires that the
pensioner shall present himself for medical examination at stated periods,
either once or twice a year. Take the case of a woman, a wife and children
whose husband and father is in receipt of a pension. According to the law the
wife and children have an interest in the combined amount of the pension.
There are cases in which the husband disappears. He can disappear under a
variety of circumstances. Tet me give you one case coming under my observa-
tion in which I am interested, the case of an officer who had, by the way, a
very good record overseas, and was very severely wounded and suffered from
a permanent disability; at least, what I would consider a permanent dis-
ability; that is, there was no chance that he would subsequently have restored
to him his full vigour. Although this man had a very good record overseas
he was a very bad character. He left Edmonton and came to Montreal where
he secured lucrative employment, but it was not long before he got into trouble;
he stole the funds of his company and he fled the country, and is now, I be-
lieve, in the United States with a criminal charge hanging over him in Canada.
Obviously, he cannot return and will not return for the periodical examination,
and he has left a wife and child stranded in Edmonton. The woman has had to
go to work again, and the child is now about 5 or 6 years of age. The Board
of Pension Commissioners will not pay the pension beyond the date when he
failed to present himself for re-examination. The result is that the pension is
cut off for the reason that the man has not presented himself for examination.
The woman is left stranded. That is one case where the husband disappears.
There is another case in the neighbourhood of the city of Ottawa. A man is
in receipt of a substantial pension for a disability more or less permanent.
Some time ago he disappeared completely, simply disappeared; nothing has
been seen or heard of him since, and his wife is of the opinion that it is the
result of his disability, his suffering from mental trouble. Just the other day a
body was found in the neighbourhood of Ottawa which was thought to be the
body of Small, the man who disappeared some time ago from Toronto, and at
the moment this woman’s brothers are examining the body with a view to find-
ing out whether they can certify that it is the body of Alexander, the man who
is missing, but in the meantime the Board of Pension Commissioners take the
ground that if this man Alexander does not present himself for medical exam-
Ination at the date mentioned, the pension must be cut off. As a matter of
actual fact, the Board of Pension Commissioners are acting with a great deal
of sympathy in the matter, and the pension has not yet been cut off.

Mr. Carrorn: May I ask a question? Supposing that man had died a

natural death after having been examined say a month ago, would the pension
still be continued?

The Wrrness: If he died from disability with respect to which he is en-
titled to pension, the widow would be entitled to widow’s pension. If the man’s
body could be found in this case, and identified, it probably could be proved that
he first of all went out of his head as a result of his disability, and he then wan-
dered off and died as the result of his action, and in that case she would be
entitled to a pension, but it is a matter that I think ought to be looked after

[Major General W. A. Griesbach.]



PENSIONS, INSURANCE AND RE-ESTABLISHMENT 55
APPENDIX No. 6

by suitable legislation. Those are two cases of disappearance of a husband;
one case where he is a criminal and flees the country, and there is another case
where he gets tangled up with another woman and bolts with her, and then
there is the man who simply disappeared, and there might be a dozen forms of
disappearance. The answer made by the Board of Pension Commissioners is a
very reasonable answer. If they find out that a man has suffered from a dis-
ability which was gradually getting better, and in the distance the time could
be foreseen when his disability would be cured and he would cease to be a
pensioner altogether, but realizing that fact he would conspire with his wife
to disappear, and they say that if there were legislation of the sort which I
suggest to cover the case, that these cases of conspiracy between the man and
his wife would frequently arise, and that the State would suffer thereby. Well,
it seems to me that legislation could be drawn to cover these points and to protect
the State. Regard can be had for the nature of the disability. If the disability
is a more or less permanent one, as determined by examinations, frequent
examinations, and if the causes of the man’s disappearance are known, the fact
that had he remained in Canada he would have been entitled to some pension,
it seems to me it would be possible to give to the Board of Pension Commis-
sioners a discretion by legislation which would enable them to deal with these
cases. Those are two cases I have before me; one is the case of a man who gets
into trouble and flees the country, and the other is a case of a man who simply
disappears and in both cases the women who are left are left to face the world
without any support at all.  Just in that connection I would like to mention a
thing that came to my notice in this case. This woman, Alexander, will shortly
have her pension stopped, because her husband has disappeared; nobody knows
what has happened to him. She has made application against the suspension
of her pension to the Mother’s Allowance local board in Ottawa, and they re-
turned this somewhat extraordinary reply, having regard to all the facts. “I
am sorry that you do not seem to be eligible since your husband has been away
only two years.” In the previous part of the letter it says that the husband must
be away for five years before the woman can be eligible. I am not prepared
at the moment to say just exactly what sort of legislation there should be. In-
deed, it is a matter of very great difficulty; in fact, I think it quite improper to
draft legislation to cover particular cases. What I suggest is, and I shall discuss
the meritorious clause in a moment, is that there should be legislation giving
to the Commissioners or to some person, some discretionary power in matters of
this sort.

Now I shall discuss the meritorious clause. Last year, as you know, the
Ralston Commission sat and brought down their report. From that report the
Government introduced a bill into the House of Commons with respect to
pensions, insurance, and civil re-establishment, dealing with appeals. In the
House of Commons there were 5 or 6 amendments introduced by members of
the House, and either accepted by the Government or acquiesced in by the Gov-
ernment, and which became part of the bill that reached the Senate. It was
obvious to those of us who have made some study of the matter that the amend-
ments made in the House of Commons, of the bill as brought down by the Gov-
ernment were amendments introduced by private members to cover a particular
case of which they had knowledge. That is in my judgment a very unsound and
dangerous course to take, because while the private members may succeed in
bringing down legislation that will cover in a satisfactory manner the case which
he has in his mind, there is the great danger that when applied to the mass, the
legislation will prove more or less ineffective and perhaps let the State in for
a very heavy expenditure with respect to a class of individuals not deserving of
very much sympathy, and so the Senate Committee decided to recommend that
all those amendments introduced by private members of the House of Com-

[Major General W. A. Griesbach.]
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mons, and not provided for in the Ralston Report, in those, concurrence should
be refused. It was felt, however, that with respect to the cases which were
designed to be covered by these amendments, some action should be taken by
the Senate, and to that end those of us who were interested brought down a
proposed amendment, which we called the “Meritorious Clause” and the Meri-
torious Clause reads as follows:—

“Section 12 of the Pension Act, as amended by section 4 of Chapter
62 of the statutes of 1920, and by section 2 of Chapter 45 of the statutes
of 1921, is further amended by adding thereto as subsection (2) the fol-
lowing:—

“(2) Any individual case which, in the opinion of the majority of the
members of the Pension Board and the Appeal Board acting jointly,
appears to be especially meritorious and for which in said opinion no
provision has been made in this Act, because such case did not form part
of any class of case, may be made the subject of an investigation and
adjudication by way of compassionate pension or allowance irrespective
of any schedule to this Act.”

Now, the purpose of this Meritorious Clause was to give power to the Board
of Pension Commissioners, and the Board of Appeal, acting jointly to deal with
cases of especial merit, cases not otherwise provided for. I draw your attention
to the fact that this pension legislation reached the Senate in the last hours of
the Session, when we were compelled to proceed with speed, and consequently
with a lack of certainty, and this clause was deemed by those of us who had
it in hand, to be sufficient to cover the ground. Now, we find that it is not.
I have here a letter from the Board of Pension Commissioners which gives
their interpretation of the Meritorious Clause in a certain case which I brought
before them. Let me just say what this is. This is the case of a man who had
some 20 years military service prior to the war; a very fine character who has
always devoted a great deal of time to military work. When the war broke
out he placed himself at the disposal of the military authorities and was first
of all engaged in construction work. I may say he passed a perfect examina-
tion when he joined the Expeditionary Force, and so he was put in construction
work for a while, and then he was sent to England where he was used in the
Quartermaster’s Department engaged in working at small figures, with a pen,
checking up returns and so forth, usually in a bad light and with poor accomoda-
tion. Then he was re-examined and during 1917, when they were combing out
the sick men from these departments, he was sent to France where he served
some 18 months in active warfare. His eyes began to go bad in England; that
was noticed on his examination in 1917, that his eyes were in bad shape, and
his eyes continued to grow worse. He nevertheless finished his service, but
to-day is totally blind, absolutely sightless, and he has been awarded a pension
of 15 per cent. He is a man with a wife and 2 or 3 children, and he has been
awarded a pension of 15 per cent on the ground that with respect to his whole
disability of total blindness, 15 per cent thereof is due to his military service.
That, of course, is a matter of medical opinion. All of us who know the man
are quite satisfied in our own minds that if he had not gone to the war he would
not have been blind at all. Now, against medical opinion, the opinion of a
layman does not amount to a hill of beans, but the feeling among all our people
is that the man suffers from that disability because of his war service, and he
has been given a pension of 15 per cent. It was with respect to this class of
case that the Meritorious Clause was enacted by the Senate last year, and
concurred in by the House of Commons. I am going to read you the interpre-
tation given to the clause which I have just read, and handed in to the reporter,
the interpretation placed upon this clause by the Board of Pension Commis-
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sioners in respect to this particular case. “I am instructed to acknowledge
the receipt of your letter dated the 26th instant, and to inform you that mem-
bers of this Board and the Federal Appeal Board met on two occasions for the
purpose of considering cases which might be deemed to come properly before
them under the terms of the clause of the Pension Act to which you refer;
that is, Section 12, subsection 2. Here is the interpretation: “A close reading
of the Pension Act forced the members of the joint board to the conclusion
that a compassionate pension or allowance could be made only in cases where
pension had been refused because the death or disability of the member of
the forces was due to improper conduct. It was afterwards decided that even
under that restricted interpretation of the enactment no action would be pos-
sible by the joint board on account of the words used in the enactment “because
such case did not form part of any class of case.”

I brought your attention to the fact that in the Meritorious Clause to which
I have referred those are the words we used, “because such cases do not form
any part of any class of cases”. When we drafted this amendment last year
we thought that by using those words we were covering the very particular
cases which we had in mind but the interpretation placed on the clause now

oes to show that by using those particular words we excluded the individuals
which we had in mind.

I do not think any one will disagree with me that there ought to be some
such clause which we call the Meritorious Clause, a clause which will give to
the Board of Pension Commissioners discretionary powers. Now, I agree that
it is not a good thing to give to anybody discretionary power if it is possible
to legislate with exactness. Legislation should always be exact, but when you
are dealing with what one may describe as “human interest” cases, there must
be an exercise of discretion. I do not ask for what a great many ex-service
men ask for, a sympathetic interpretation of the law. I disapprove of that
proposal. The law should be interpreted as the law is, and according to the
well-knewn principles of the interpretation of law. We should not have to ask
for sympathetic interpretation, we should ask for an interpretation of the law as
the law is, and if the law is not right we should change 1t; but with respect to
a class of cases which it is not possible to foresee, which have not been foreseen,
it seems to me there is no other method by which substantial justice can be
given than by the enactment of a general clause conferring some general
powers of discretion upon some person. Now, I do not propose to tell the com-
mittee how that can be done; I do not know that I am in a position to do so,
but I do think the matter merits your serious consideration, and I do think
that if you can draft a clause which will enable the Board of Pension Com-
missioners to give assistance, aid, arrange allowances, or otherwise help a great
many deserving people who simply cannot comply with any of the specific
sections of the Act, you will be doing something of great benefit to a great
many people who, by reason of the fewness of their numbers, by reason of the
fact that there are not enough of them to unite to get a definite line of action,
are more or less represented in these discussions and unspoken for and not
considered at all.

Mr. Carrorn: May I ask if the Pension Commissioners make any
difference between a case which has been aggravated by service and a case
which actually happened owing to service? Take the case of that blind man you
were speaking of. Once they admit 15 per cent disability, they must either
admit aggravation in that case due to service, or that he actually went blind
owing to war service. Do they make any distinction?

The Wrrness: I have the correspondence here; it has been going on for

a long time; I have had it in hand for about two years. They say it is true
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that the man is totally blind. Medical evidence says, with respect to his total
blindness, that 15 per cent of his blindness is due to his military service.

Mr. CarroLn: Then it was aggravated by military service?
The Wrrness: I should think so.

Mr. CatpweLL: Is it not a fact that in the medical examinations, eye-
sight was one of the things that had to be almost perfect before the man was
passed?

The WirNess: Yes.

Mr. CatpwernL: That was one of the things that we could not allow to
go through, or that they could not allow. That is, a man was not accepted
unless his eyesight was good?

The WiTnEess: Yes.

Mr. CatpwerL: If there were any defects, he was actually turned down.

The Wrrness: Yes, but I think in this case they think there were other
causes which worked towards bringing on the blindness, and would have worked
anyway. That is their contention.

Mr. CatpwerL: Those causes were at work at the time of enlistment?

The Wirness: Probably so, and subsequently. ®

Mr. CawpwerL: If there were nothing apparently ailing the man, is it
not hard to go back and presuppose that there was something the matter?

The Wrirness: They do it, though. I do not object to that, I want to
see this done according to law, and I want to see the medical people given a
full opportunity to bring forward their special knowledge and information, but
when it is all done—.

Mr. Carron: I do not think they are bringing into effect the law in that
case, at all.

The Witness: When it is all done and the law is in effect and the medical
people have given their evidence, and a deserving man is badly provided for,
I want to see somebody with power to deal adequately and justly with that
man, and I think it may be done through the medium of this clause, properly
tinkered up. The name of the man whose case I am particularly interested
in as representing this feature of it is Regimental Number 436189, Corporal
Olie Hogan, whose address is Edmonton, Alberta. I have another case here
which I will not put on the record of a very similar sort of man who is now
paralyzed and blind. Passing from the Meritorious Clause, there is just an-
other slant I want to bring to your notice.

*Mr. SPEAKMAN: A few minutes ago you were suggesting that we should
have a clause to give the Board of Pension Commissioners power to pay pen-
sions to dependents of men who disappeared under certain -circumstances.
During the last session of the House of Commons, if I remember rightly, such
a clause was added to the Act, and it passed the House. It reads as follows:
“Provided, however, that the Board of Pension Commissioners shall have dis-
cretion to pay the pension to any person who was being, or was entitled to
be, supported by the pensioner at the time of his last examination”. That is
an amendment to Subsection 2 of Section 26 of the Act. My recollection is
that that was intended to cover the cases to which you are referring, but it
was defeated by the Senate.

The Wirness: These clauses, I told you, were clauses introduced by private
members of the House, and were not clauses which were covered by the Ralston
Report, and consequently it was argued against that clause that it threw the
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Mr. CapweLL: It gives the Pension Commissioners discretion absolutely,
and more than that I know the statement was made in the Senate at the time
that this had not been considered by a Committee of the House, but this clause
was before a Committee of which I was a member for three years in succession.

The Wirness: I said before you came in, Mr. Caldwell, that this bill came
to the Senate in the closing days of the Session, and was referred to a Committee
which sat from 10 o’clock in the morning until sometimes 1 o’clock at night, and
there were some pretty warm discussions, and as a matter of actual fact I may
say there was not time to go into these matters, and it was agreed that the clauses
which were brought in by private members should be stricken out, and that this
Meritorious Clause, upon which we put our faith, would cover the ground in all
the cases. There was a case of a widow,—no, a mother whose two sons were
killed in the Imperial Service, and whose husband had now become completely
paralyzed. The proposal was brought in by a friend of mine in the House of
Commons that she should get a pension, because her husband was no longer of
any use. It was argued, however, that if that were done there was going to be no
limit to the applications the Government would be laid open to. I agree that the
clause you speak of, might, upon consideration, fill the bill, but it was considered
to be a dangerous clause for the reason that it was brought in by a private mem-
ber, and not covered by the report, and there was not time to discuss it.

Mr. CatpweLL: It was considered as a clause put in without consideration,
and was so considered by the Senate without giving it any discussion?

The Wrirness: Practically so.

Mr. CatpweLL: In view of that fact, how do you justify the amendment
moved by yourself on the third reading of the Bill which did not even have time
for discussion in the Senate?

The Wirnmss: Which one is that?

Mr. CaLpweLL: A very important one; it is the amendment to clause 11,
and reads as follows: “Upon the evidence and record upon which the Board of
Pension Commissioners gave their decision, an appeal shall lie in respect of any
refusal of pension by the Board of Pension Commissioners on the grounds that
the disability resulting from injury or disease or the aggravation thereof or that
the injury or disease or the aggravation thereof resulting in death was not attri-
butable to or was not incurred during military service,” that provides that an
appeal shall only lie as to attributability. For instance, in the case of a blind
man, if they allowed attributability, and allowed him 1 per cent disability, he
caunot appeal. Do you get the point? He can only appeal on the question of dis-
ahility, but not on the degree of pension, and I think after all that is the most
iniportant cause of complaint among the soldiers to-day. This was moved within
about 5 minutes of the Bill getting its third reading.

The WrirNess: The story of that Bill in the Senate is an interesting story
which I do not care to go into at the moment. The fact is that at the last moment
we had a row in the committee and the Chairman of the committee threw up his
papers, refusing to go on with the report of the committee, and I was obliged
to take charge of the Bill, although not in support of the Government, and carry
is through subject to certain amendments that had been made under circum-
stances of considerable difficulty. If I had not done as I did, the whole Bill
might have been rejected by the Senate. The discussion will be found in Han-
sard; some of the harsh words have been deleted from Hansard, but if you will
read the report of the Senate Committee you will see what action we took on
clause 3 of the report.

Mr. CarpweLL: Yes, I read it.
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The Wirness: I had to take the report and do the best I could with it in
the short time I had, otherwise the whole thing would have been lost.

Mr. CatoweLL: From my reading of the Hansard it looked to me as though
you were the man that was objecting most strongly to the amendments made
by the House.

The WirNEss: No, that is not so.

Mr. CavpwerL: Then if you care to have your memory refreshed—.

The Wirness: If the Committee is sufficiently interested I do not mind
going into it to some length. The fact of the matter was that the Bill was referred
to a Select Committee, and the Select Committee began to take evidence as
though they had a month at their disposal; suddenly they found that prorogation
was on them. I was asked in the committee if I would bring in any amendments.
I had expressed my disapproval of the report.

Mr. Cavpwern: If I might I would just like to read one short paragraph.

The Wrrness: I think I would just like to finish my statement, and we
will see whether it fits in or not. It may not just fit, but I will try to make it
fit, anyway. I expressed my disapproval of the prime clause of the report,
what we called the “ meat ” of the report, which was in the opening paragraphs,
and which dealt with the question of whether pensions were to be awarded to
the service principle, or the insurance principle. Need I discuss that? I
think the committee can quite understand it. The Bill as brought down
sought to re-establish what we called the Insurance Principle, with which I
was in agreement, as you will find by my speech in the Senate. That was in
my judgment the “meat” of the Bill. Then we wrangled about this thing,
that is to say, until we found prorogation upon us—

Hon. Mr. SiNcrar: Prorogation does not come until Parliament is through.

The Wirngss: That is all very well, but everybody has bought their
tickets and sleepers, so what can you do?

Mr. CatpweLL: You can always cancel them and get a refund. That is
not as important as the business of the country.

The Wirness: At all events, the point whether we would agree to the
Bill or report against it. I stated that I agreed with the Bill. The committee,
however, disagreed with the Bill and determined to bring in a report to strike
out that clause of the Bill, and leave the Due-to-Service principle to stand.

Mr. CatpweLL: That would mean, “ Due to Service as such.”

The Wrrness: That is what it means.

Mr. CatpweLL: That was included in the recommendation?

The Wirness: Due to service as such service.

Mr. Catpwern: The words “as such.” Do you get the full import of
them?

The WiTness: Yes.

Mr. CapweLL: The Senate inserted those two words, “as such” to our
amendments last year, and it was later cut out on a protest of the House.

The Wrirness: I was asked if I was going to make a minority report,
and I said “ No,” I would not. I was asked if I would divide the House and
I.did not know whether I could divide the House or not. I did not know
enough about the procedure to know if the House would be willing to divide,
and I said “No.” Then the report was hardly finished when we went to the
House with it. When this clause came before the House I rose and made the
Speech which you will find reported there, on that clause. I must have made

[Major General W. A. Griesbach.]



PENSIONS, INSURANCE AND RE-ESTABLISHMENT 61
APPENDIX No. 6

a pretty good speech, because the House seemed to divide itself without any
trouble. This matter was put to a vote, and the House did divide. The
members of the Committee who in the Committee said they would support
the report did so, but the ex-service members on the Committee, some 5 or 6
of us, followed by a great majority of the House, took the view that the
Insurance Principle should be re-established as provided for in the Bill. The
rest of the report of the Committee was based largely upon that clause,
striking out the Insurance clause, and leaving the law standing as it was,
that a man could only get a pension if his disability were due to service.

Mr. CALDWELL: “ As such ”’?
The Wirness: I attach no importance whatever to those words.
Mr. CatpwerLL: I am sorry you do not.

The Wirness: Due to service, due to military service.. He had to be
injured while on military service before he could get a pension. Then there
was the row, and the Chairman of the Committee said, “ The amendments on
which I am here to speak are all contingent upon this clause which the House
rejected. In view of that fact I refuse to go on” and he laid his papers on
the desk. Then the Members of the House accused each other and accused
me of double dealing and double crossing, and so forth, and the discussion
continued until 6.30, when the House rose. I remember the Members were
very much worried as to the vote on the Bill. At 8 o’clock the Chairman of the
Committee stated he again refused to go on with the Bill, so I took charge of
the Bill myself, being more or less responsible for the trouble, and being
perhaps better acquainted with the whole business. We had to go on with 1
and make the best of it, and do the best we could with the time at our disposal,
and we had to fit in the report of that Committee with a great deal of which’
I agreed, and that was the difficulty. We only had at our disposal from
8 o’clock that night till 12 or so, and T am surprised to find that so much of the
Bill hangs together as it has, under the circumstances.

Mr. CapweLL: What do you mean?

The Wirness: I am not sufficiently skilful as a legal draftsman to know
what to do, but I did the best I could with it.

Mr. CatpweLL: I would just like to quote this paragraph in view of the
statement by the witness.

“ With respect to these three Bills, these facts were disclosed. In
the first place, we learned that these Bills had been prepared by the
Government without reference to some of their responsible officials, and
with very brief and cursory reference to other officials. These Bills
were not considered by any Committee of the House of Commons. No
member of that House during the discussion made any serious inquiry
as to what these Bills would cost the country if put into effect; and no
member of the Government volunteered any information to the House
of Commons as to what the financial implications of those Bills were.”

Now, in view of that fact, notwithstanding the fact that there was a number
of members of this House who had been on the Pension Committee for three
years previously, who had considered these things, the statement was made
that these amendments were passed without any serious consideration, and the
Senator himself admits that they built it all over in 4 hours in the Senate.

The Wirxess: No, the discussion in the House lasted from 4 to 6 hours,
but I have already told you the Committee sat from at least 10 o’clock in the
morning till sometimes 2 o’clock the next morning while the House was in
session. There was the fullest discussion in the Committee, and my complaint

is that there was a limited discussion in the Senate.
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I made these three statements in the Senate, and I repeat them now. I say
there was not in the House of Commons on this Bill any discussion whatever
which would bring out the financial implications of the Bill to the country.
That was brought out in the Committee, and I have here a statement made by
the various officials of the Government as to what these implications would
be. The committee may have sat for 3 years. Quite so, but there is no
evidence before me that these clauses were before the committee for the 3 years,
and as a matter of fact there was no committee last year, when these Bills were
brought in, and I question whether you could tell me at this moment—

Mr. CapweLL: We had the report of the Ralston Commission before us.

The Wirness: It did not estimate the financial implications.

Mr. CatpweLL: No, but in the evidence given before the Commission,
that was brought out fully.

The Wrrness: By whom?

Mr. CatpweLL: By a representative of the Pension Board; I do not recollect
who it was.

The WirNess: I do not recollect that that was brought out, and I have
the report of the Ralston Commission and other officials of the Government
dealing with what these costs would be.

Mr. CatpweLL: We had all this, I will admit that we did not take the
time of the House to put all that on record, but we had it anyway.

The WirnEess: There was no evidence before the Senate that this was on
record ; there was no evidence before the Senate that the House knew of it.

Mr. CapwenL: And the Senate had no confidence to believe that the
members of the House of Commons knew anything about it.

The Wirness: I do not want to be drawn into a discussion as to that. I
am dealing with what the record was, and there was no discussion in the House
of Commons in Hansard before, showing that the House had gone into the finan-
cial implications, and I again make the three assertions which I made last year.
I have my papers here from last year, but I want to get on with what I came
here to do if I may.

I want to draw your attention to the case of the disabled soldier who has
a disabliity for which he is pensionable. Now, when the Government brought
down this pension legislation, it no doubt hoped and believed that it was making
a just and generous allowance to these men, and in the vast majority of cases
it was. But there is a type of man who does not receive the same benefit from
pension legislation that others do. Let me give you an example, of a man in
early middle age with a limited education, who has followed, previous to the
war, a very active occupation, say as brakeman on a railway. A man in early
middle age, with a very limited education, loses a leg. The Government gives
him a pension to compensate him for the loss of his leg with respect to ordinary
activity. In the earlier days they used to talk about “pick and shovel work”
but I can think of no better example than this. There is all the difference in
the world between that man’s case and the case of an office man with the same
pension, who lost the same amount of leg. The office man is very well com-
pensated by his pension; he can still do the work he formerly did, and as far
as his employer is concerned he quite probably gives the same service. But
with respect to the man engaged in active manual labour of the sort I have
mentioned, who is too old to learn a fresh occupation and has not an education
to take up clerking work; he cannot follow his old occupation, and there is a
class of men who are having a very very hard time of it to-day. A new organi-
zation is being formed of this class; I do not know how far it will get, but they
are forming an organization known as the Brotherhood of Disabled Men. I
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am not prepared to say whether that situation is common to the whole country,
whether it is permanent or whether it is temporary, but I do say that in
all the large communities in Canada there is a class of men who are not
as well benefited by the pension as others, and he can be defined as a man
in middle age, with limited education, previously following an active employ-
ment. Just the other day I was reading in Toronto that they have proposed
forming some organization, or that they have formed some organization,
and they may make some proposals to this committee, or to somebody,
that the Government do something to make up to that individual for
the difference between his real value, and what his value might have been
to the employer of labour. That is one solution which strikes me as being a
fairly costly one. I do not know whether the condition is nation-wide, per-
manent, or temporary, but I can bear witness to this fact, that this particular
class of men is not as well off as many others. The average middle aged man
of limited education who previously followed an active occupation, is not as
well off as men engaged in office work, or something of that sort. I think some-
thing might be done for them.

Then, passing from that, there is another matter which I have taken up
with the Department; I am not very hopeful that you will be able to do any-
thing, but there might be your sympathetic consideration. In the West where
we have vacant land we have provision for the taking up of an extra homestead
which we call the “Soldier Grant” of land. In some way, perhaps during the
war, certain representations were made and the soldiers got the idea in taking
up a grant, and the soldier grant, which would be 2 quarter sections, that the
time spent on his homestead would also count on his soldier grant. I must
admit that I also thought that was so, that a man who took up a quarter
section of land as a homestead and a quarter section as a soldier grant, the
work on the homestead would apply on the other, but found that the man had
to put in the time on each piece of land to obtain his patent. He has to work
6 months a year for 3 years in succession on his homestead, and an equal
time on his soldier grant. Some peoeple think that they are usually adjoining,
but it is not so. When the soldier came back he found the best land had been
vaken up within a reasonable distance, and it usually works out that the man
takes up a quarter section of land as a homestead, and 7 miles away takes up
a soldier grant, and in these hard times, and having regard to the general
difficulties of re-establishment, he finds it very difficult to strawl over the two
pieces of land. In fact, he finds that the strain which is put upon him to do
so, and maintain himself and his family makes it almost imperative to throw
up one or the other. Now, I have taken the matter up with the Department,
and I have a long-winded letter showing why it cannot be done, and discussing
the principles which underlie soldier grants, but it seems to me that this Com-
mittee might give the matter some consideration, and Major Barnett is here
and might be able to throw some light on the subject.

Mr. SpeaxMmaN: I would just like to endorse what you say about that. T
have just received a very large petition from returned men asking that the
duties be made concurrent. ,

The Wirness: I just want to pass on now to the last thing. The last
matter which I want to discuss is the matter of soldier settlement. I made a
speech on that subject a few days ago in the Senate, and what I have to say
how is merely a repetition of that. I am not going to discuss at any length
the question of whether the scheme was good or bad. The thing to do now is
to do the best we can with it. I desire to draw your attention to the fact
that I am only speaking now for the part of the country with which I am
familiar, that is the northern and central part of Alberta. I have lived there
all my life and am familiar with it, and I think I do know something about
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values there. In 1919, or thereabouts, when this scheme was launched, I might
point out that questionnaires were sent around during the war, in fact, in the
middle of the war, in which men were asked what they would like to do in
civil life. Thousands of men put their names down for farming. One can
quite understand that, a man heing shot at from morning till night for months
at a time, and living in flth axd squalor, and under conditions of great difficulty
and great danger, would probably feel that a nice quiet little farm on the north
bank of the Peace River would be about the best thing he could think of, so
thousands of men were predisposed towards going farming, who did not have
much training or adaptability for the job. I fear many men of that sort did
go in for it. In 1919 they found that everything in our part of the country
had become high priced; horses were selling at tremendous prices, $500 for a
team; $150 for a 3-year-old cow, and so on, and land values were away up.
It is difficult to say what the value of land is in our country, but from $20 to
$30 an acre was quite a common price for land within 5, 6 or 7 miles of a
railroad station. Up in the Grand Prairie country, I suppose the Soldiers’
Settlement Board got land for all the way from nothing to $15 and $20 an acre,
but to-day if we could locate a $35 an acre farm, that farm could be bought for
$15 an_acre largely, and in the Grand Prairie country in particular, cows
were selling up there for $12 apiece, the very same type of animals that $150
had been paid for. There has been a tremendous slump in land values and
in the value of stock in our country. I think it is only temporary, and it will
come back. Perhaps the prices were too high when things were bought.

%Ir. CavpweLL: It will probably never come back to the peak prices of
19207

The Wirnuss: No, I expect not.

s Mr. CarpwerL: Would you expect it would come back to two-thirds of
that?

The WrrnEss: Perhaps about that. $75 was a good price for a cow in 1913,
an ordinary cow. Well, these men are loaded up with their high priced land
and stock and many of them are very disheartened and they look at the thing
this way. Of course, there is a certain type of individual I have come across
who does not pay anything, and does not intend to pay; he feels that he can
get along somehow and apparently he does not worry very much. But there
are a lot of ambitious fellows who would like to get into a proposition they
could see their way out of, and they cannot see their way out of this present
situation; they do not see how they can get out having regard to the cost
of production, having regard to the prices that are paid; these fellows who
are alert and alive do not see how they are going to come out, and some of them
are getting out the best way they can. They are deserting the land, they
are simply pulling up and getting out, and I fear that more of them will be
doing the same thing, and I think something should be done. I am satisfied in my
own mind that the Government has to take a loss. That is the place where the
discussion should begin. A lot of very splendid enthusistic fellows held the
view that the thing was going to be a great success, but of course it is obvious
to any thoughtful man that such is not the case. There were two classes of men
who went into this thing, the fellow who could succeed in a good scheme and
the fellow who could not succeed in any scheme, and with respect to the last
class, their losses would not be made up by the success of the other fellows,
because they only pay back what they borrowed. There is the loss, and there
is no way that I know of salvaging that loss, and to-day the scheme consists
of men who have succeeded and have deserved to succeed; a lot of men who have
deserved to succeed but have not, and a lot of men who never could succeed.
Then the question is, how can the Government escape with the smallest possible
loss?
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Mr. CaLpwrLL: Would you say that the last class is the smallest one?

The Wirness: It is just a small percentage of the whole. In every part of
the country great care was exercised in 1919 in getting them, but in our part of
the country it was a scandal, it was an open disgrace. For a time they had a
very good selection board, consisting of loan company managers, but after that
they had two individuals who had never farmed themselves, considering, whether
a man should be a farmer or not; they were Mr. Irving and Mr. Dace, neither
of whom had ever farmed themselves.

Major BarNErT: Mr. Dace was on the loan end of it.

The Wirness: Yes, and he has now fled the country and has been gone for
some time. I know officials tried to stop that, but there was a current and a
tide of weakness all along the line. At all events, the money was shovelled out
with a scooped shovel to these men and a lot of men are not fit to have it. If
anyone tells you there is not going to be a loss, don’t you believe it. There is
going to be a loss, and a large loss, and the question is how are you going
to overtake it? Now, I do not know that I can cover it, but it does seem to me
that vou will be doing something for the country if you will so legislate as to
keep these fellows on the land and let them wriggle through somehow.

Mr. ArTHURS: Granted that these loans in the first instance were more or
less a bonus to the soldiers, how would you justify any further amount of bonus
as good under any plan of re-organization?

The Wirness: I do not justify it at all. If you are sinking in the river,
you get a plank or a boat or anything to get out, without discussing the prin-
¢iples involved. You are faced with a loss; of that there is no doubt; let us see
how we can get out of it with the least loss to the country. I do not ask for
an immediate revaluation; I think we should proceed more or less cautiously,
but I am asking that there shall be an inquiry; not an inquiry of the enthusiasts
who say it is a fine thing and is going to work out, but a more or less independent
inquiry to determine firstly whether the conditions of which we are told are
widespread. Did this happen all over Canada, or only in the part of Canada with
which I am familiar? I hope that is so, but I am afraid it is not. If it is wide-
spread, the situation is very much worse. No matter how it is, let us have
an inquiry, and let us see if we cannot pull something out of the wreck, and I
think we can pull this much, that if you can bring about a revaluation, you are
keeping a lot of men on the land; you are giving them faith, hope and courage.
If you continue as you are, then all the wise birds will come to the conclusion that
they cannot make a go of it, and they will quit.

Mr. CarrorL: Lose everything.

The Wrrness: They will take everything they have and turn it back to the
hands of the Government for what they can salvage, and you will have lost
a settler from the land. If there ever was any virtue in this scheme at all, it
lay in the fact that you were settling the land. Just keep that point in view.
I do not know just how far the revaluation would go, and I make no suggestion
about it; I do not know enough about it. That conclusion can only be arrived at
by means of careful inquiry, and it is that that T am asking for now, a general
inquiry to see what can be done to salvage as far as possible the money that is
involved, and in particular to keep the man on the land and to keep things
moving until a better day dawns.

Those are the matters I wanted to bring up. I have to thank you, gentlemen,
for the opportunity of appearing before you. That is all I have to say.

Witness retired.
[Major General W. A. Griesbach.]
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The CuAmrMAN: I think T am expressing the views of the committe: by
offering our thanks to General Griesbach. His address has been very interesting
and very instructive also, and I can assure you that as far as I am concerned,
and I know it is the opinion of the Committee also, that the recommendations
will be gone into very thoroughly and examined very carefully. There is no
question about it, everybody knows that these laws that relate to the soldiers
need amendments. It is in the nature of things that it should be so. No law can
be had on subjects and matters so complicated as these that can be perfect and
that does not require amendment practically every year, I might say. Again
I must repeat that General Griesbach, with his very wide experience indeed,
was in a very particularly fit position to advise the Committee and make recom-
mendations. Now, I do not know whether the members of the Committee would
like to ask any further questions of General Grieshach after his address. If there
are no more questions we will proceed with Major Barnett. Proceeding with
Major Barnett’s evidence, the Committee will recall that at our last meeting
Major Barnett was called upon to produce a statement regarding the statistics
of the Soldiers’ Settlement scheme. This statement has been produced and is now
attached as an appendix to the proceedings of the committee on May 14. Those
members of the Committee who have read these statistics must have found them
very interesting, and very illuminating indeed. These statistics complete the
general statement which was to be made by Major Barnett. As I have already
said Major Barnett had a general statement to make, and he had a further state-
ment to make regarding this project of revaluation. I suppose we could now pro-
ceed with the general statement, and I would ask the members of the Committee
to keep any questions they may have until he has first finished his general
statement. ;

Major JorN BARNETT, recalled.

Mr. ArrHURs: I would like to ask about the land sales and the selling
price. Does that represent the whole of the land which had come into the
possession of the Government during these years, or is there any considerable
proportion of these lands unsold on account of the offers for them being con-
siderably below what the Government paid for them? It would appear in
your statement that the lands were sold at a much higher price.

The Wrirness: I want to deal with the question Senator Griesbach just
raised, which was also raised by Mr. Brown at the last meeting of the com-
mittee, as to what loss this is going to involve the public in. Now, of course,
if you take the attitude that our figures are of no value, it is not much use
in speaking to a man who takes that attitude. Our statements are all included
in this appendix to the report of the proceedings of the Committee. Our total
salvage cases, the total abandonments, number 4463. Of these we have resold
or have accepted offers for 1,672, leaving 2,791 undisposed of. Of that 2,791,
808 are Dominion lands for which nothing was paid and which will undoubtedly
in the aggregate return a surplus over the losses in stock and equipment. There
can be no deficit in the aggregate, and then there are many cases where we
advanced only 50 per cent of the value of the property, you see, for removal
of encumbrance. In some cases we advanced scarcely anything, and the mort-
gage is a charge for buildings or stock and equipment and was advanced to the
settler, leaving 1,983 purchase cases, cases of purchased land that are on our
hands and are undisposed of. Of these 1,983, 800 have returned to us in the
last 12 months, and we have had no opportunity to sell them. We do what
a loan company does not do; we count them back on our hands the moment
we put in a stock-payment notice, the moment we know the settler has gone.
The loan company does not count it on its hands until it has been on its hands
6 months, so there are really only 1,100 purchase cases that you can talk

[Major John Barnett.]
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about that are on our hands now. With regard to those cases that we have
disposed of, the 1,672—I am not going into it from the viewpoint of the soldier,
but purely from the point of view of what the loss is going to be to the country.
Of course, we expect credit for all the money the settler has paid in, and any-
thing else we have received, because I am not dealing with it from the point
of view of fairness to the settler, but rather from the point of view of what
the loss is going to be to the country.

Mr. Artuurs: This statement made by you and headed “Selling Price”
includes repayment made by the soldiers?

The Wirness: There is one statement there that does.

Mr. CapweLL: Page 48, at the bottom of the page. I want to be quite
clear on that.

The Wirness: No, not on that. That does not include it.

Mr. Carpwrrn: Which is the table which includes that?

The Wirness: The table on page 46 includes that.

Mr. CaLpweLL: In your summary on page 46?

The Wirness: That includes it, too. That is right. Those are both the
same. On page 46 you will see what is included there, “ Actual Selling Price,
Amount of Initial Deposits, Receipts from Rentals, Crop Sales ” and so on.

Mr. CarpweLL: Just a moment; on page 46 of the summary, “ Total cost
of land and permanent improvements ", would that mean the total cost including
what the soldier paid, or is that just what the Government paid?

The Wrrness: That includes what the settler has paid.

Mr. CartpweLL: In this total cost of land and permanent improvements?

The Wirness: Yes.

Mr. CarpweLL: They are your receipts?

The Wirness: Yes.

Mr. CarpweLL: But the total cost of land means the total cost to the Gov-
ernment?

The Wirness: Yes, that is only the cost to the Government.

Mr. CarpweLL: Before we get away from this, have you any table showing
the total cost of the land, showing what the soldier paid as well?

The Wrrness: All you have to do is add the $179,000 and you have got it.
That gives it to you. I want to deal with it purely from this point of view.
This is a statement as to the standing, from the public point of view. Now,
including what we have lost on stock and equipment, the sales on these completed
cases show a deficit, a capital deficit, of $40,500. Then, adding to it the losses
we have taken on insurance, taxes, on grubstakes, and things like that that we
could not resell, because there was nothing to take back, the total loss on these
1,672 cases is $375,000. Now, we have got 1,900 farms, purchase farms, that
are back on our hands that we have to resell at some time. Assuming that our
losses are going to be twice as great on these as on the 1,672, the double capital
loss will only amount to one million dollars. We have, so far as we can tell
from our figures, some 4,000 more settlers who are having difficulty. That is
practically equivalent to the number who have gone to salvage. Some have made
payments, but they are having a certain amount of difficulty, or at least are
expressing certain amount of discontent. Now, supposing they all go to salvage,
and assuming, on the returns we have, that the losses are twice as great as the
losses on the ones that are not completed, the losses can only be Two million
dollars. Supposing my figures are all out, the figures are absolutely certain so
far as these completed casse are concerned, but the loss to the public cannot be,
by any stretch of the imagination, based on what we know from the past over
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Four million or Five million dollars, and that is assuming that every low grade
settler we have fails. Personally, my own estimate based on these figures, and
I am supposing, of course, that agriculture is not going to keep tumbling down
and going to the depths, there is not anything you could do. In that case, you
might just as well wait, because it is futile to discuss it, but the losses—there
is absolutely no ground based on the cases that we have completed and taking
the losses on stock and grubstakes, insurance, and taxes, for saying that this"
thing is going to involve a capital loss arising from the loans of more than two
or three million dollars.

Mr. CatpweLL: You say if agriculture does not keep tumbling into the
depths. Would you say if it stays on its present level?

The Wirness: Yes. If it stays on its present level, but that is the worst
situation you could figure, that these 4,000 cases would go into salvage. I say
that is the worst thing.

Mr. SpeakmMAN: You are making your calculation based on the assumption
that all these cases of double amount had been paid and there would be no
further cost of salvage in connection with those?

The Wirness: No, I did not assume that. As a matter of fact, among the
cases we have resold to other settlers, civilian settlers because these resales have
been made to civilians and not soldiers, we hav had som 21 come back on our
hands, and they have been resold again. That is bound to occur. You have to
remember this, that this first 4,400 includes our mistakes, for the most part.
Practically all our bad buying, the biggest part of it, is in this bunch that wen?*
to salvage first, or in the 4,400. The worst farms we have went in the first
bunch. There are two districts in Manitoba where we have many settlers.
That is the worst province we have. In Manitoba there is one area that before
I became chairman of the Board I investigated on the instructions of the then
chairman. We had a public inquiry under oath, more or less in the nature of a
Royal Commission with myself as Commissioner, and there was no doubt that
there was a large bunch of farms for which we paid over $100,000 and which
were not worth half that. As a matter of fact some of them should not have
been sold at all. Some officials were dismissed, and one man who had taken
false affidavits on the sales, skipped to the United States, and we have never been
able to extradite him. That bunch of cases has been in salvage long ago. There
is another settlement in Manitoba north of Winnipeg, known as Erinview. There
is a whole block of bad buys that are in salvage now, so what I say is that the
4,000 cases which may come back on our -hands, if you can imagine that the
whole bunch of the 4,000 of our low grade settler sales, they are far better pro-
perties in the average than the first 4,400. I think that ought to be perfectly
clear to everybody, that we have less to fear in the way of losses on the next 4,000
than on the first 4,000. Understand, I am arguing this purely because I believe
it is unfair to say that it is not based on the statistics that are available, that this
thing is going to involve a large capital loss, and that you must do something in
order to prevent that loss. The only way you can estimate that is if agriculture
keeps on tumbling down, and then I say it does not make any difference what you
do on anything, it goes anyway.

Mr. SpeARMAN: I think I agree with you as to your main statement that the
worst buys are the first salvaged, but I do not think that you quite got my point
in regard to the other matter. My point is this, that you are assuming that when
you have accepted the promissory notes of the new settlers, that these are worth
the face value. I realize that you cannot do anything else, but you are assuming
that the land resold on long terms is worth the face value. I presume most of
them have been resold on long terms, and you are supposing, you are valuing them
at the full value.

[Major John Barnett.]
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The Wrirness: Quite.

Mr. SPEAKMAN: And you are now placing the notes of these new settlers
at the same value as placed upon the books?

The Wirness Most of our resales are undoubtedly made on long terms,
but we are getting more money in on them by way of deposit than we got
from the soldier settlers in the first instance. Our policy is 10 per cent, but
the trouble was that the 10 per cent was waived with so many soldier settlers
when they were established. The 10 per cent was waived with a very large
percentage. For instance, just look at that figure of land cost, $4,735,000, and
the soldier settlers’ 10 per cent amounted to only $179,000.

Mr. CapweLL: I noticed that, and I was somewhat surprised, because
in New Brunswick they were very strict about that.

Mr. ArrHURS: You were of the opinion that so far as the land investment
is concerned the loss so far has been all on equipment, and the Government
will suffer very little for any loss.

The Wirness: We have suffered loss on land, a very large loss on land
comparatively, in the Province of Quebec. That is attributable entirely to
bad staff work. There is nothing wrong, we could have got lots of good farms
in Quebec, but the buying was badly done.

Mr. CaowerL: In what way, values too high?

The Wirness Yes; we paid the price that was asked, generally speak-
ing, which, of course, is no way to buy land, in a great many cases. We
learned that in several districts very early, that the price asked was no criterion
to its value at all. Of course, in Quebec there is this much to be said; we have
resold there over 60 per cent—I am giving the figures roughly—we have resold
60 per cent of the land that has come back on our hands, and we have resold
farms there that we paid $4,000 and $5,000 for at $3,500. We have resold
farms for which we paid between $3,000 and $4,000, for $1,500, and that is all
included in this statement showing the aggregate surplus despite these losses,
because all these losses are included. We have sold a considerable number of
cases, not a large proportion, but every week or so, in almost all the provinces.
We are selling farms for all cash, and the majority of the farms we sell at 10
per cent, while here and there we have sold a farm for less than 10 per cent.
If we have a property that is depreciating, and we want to get someone on it,
to keep the buildings from going down, and we get a man in the neighbourhood
who has a good reputation and a full line of stock and equipment, we will sell
that man the land for less than 10 per cent down.

¢ ldl\;lr. CarpweLL: And you get a mortgage on the other property the man
olds?

The Wirness: Sometimes. We always take a chattel security for at least
10 per cent.

Mr. CarpwerL: In the case of a returned soldier?

The WirNess: Yes, some times.

Mr. CatpweLL: Under the Act it was necessary.

The Wirness: Selling salvaged properties to returned soldiers we will
waive the 10 per cent on that. We are not putting anything new into the land,
and we will put a returned soldier on a piece of salvaged property if we regard
it as suitable for him without any initial payment. We will not buy any
new piece of land for him without an initial payment.

Mr. SpeakMAN: 1 presume you will have that statement regarding the

terms of resale?
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The Wirness: I can give you the terms of resale right now, so far as
that is concerned. The terms of resale on salvaged property are to get as
large a cash payment as we can. Those are the instructions we send out to
our agents. But they may sell at the 10 per cent down, or if they have a good
purchaser who has a good reputation, and they want to sell for less than 10
per cent, they submit it to us, and if it looks good under the circumstances
we will agree to sell even at less, and we have sold a farm worth $5,000, and
got only an initial payment of $100 on it, which is only 2 per cent of the cost
of the farm, but that has been a man who has had a good line of equipment,
and a good reputation, so the general terms vary. It is very hard to give them
to you. In the majority of cases we get 10 per cent. In the odd cases we get
cash, or more than 10 per cent, and in a limited number of cases we get less
than 10 per cent. The great bulk of the cases go through at 10 per cent. I
have prepared here a statement of every farm we sold last year, but it would
take a long time to go through it, and I would prefer to do that later on. I
have the information and I can give it to you on every farm we sold last year,
exactly the cash payment. We sold between 300 and 400 farms, and it would
take quite a while to run over them. We are selling in nearly all the provinces
at something over what we have invested in the farm, and sometimes quite a
bit over what we and the settler combined had invested in the farm.

Mr. CaoweLL: I have not had time to go into your last report. Does
it include what your total sales under salvage have brought you, in comparison
with the money that both the Government and the soldier had paid into it?

The Wrrness: Yes.

Mr. Kxox: You have the privilege of taking security on the man’s property
he may have held before he bought the land you sold him. Do you take advan-
tage of that?

The WirnEss: That does enter into it, of course, from the point of view of
the law’s being maintained, because on this we are dealing only with the land
that we bought. There are very few cases, as a matter of fact, where we have
closed out a man with additional land. There are some cases where he had
Dominion lands, but we have sold practically no Dominion land, and we are
only now beginning to sell Dominion lands that have come back to us in a
number of these purchased cases that we have already closed out, and although
there is a loss on account of stock and equipment, we still have a quarter of
Dominion land that is available for re-sale as soon as we can get a vesting
order through the Interior Department.

Mr. Knox: You take advantage of that where there is a loss?

The Wirngss: Yes, we are bound to under the Act; we have no discretion
at all. This is a matter of obligation that is placed on us. Referring again to
the terms, I think you can take the general terms as 10 per cent, on the land
we are now selling. We started out with 20 per cent and then when conditions
got more difficult, ready money got more difficult to get, you could find perhaps
a good farmer who wanted to buy a good piece of land, but he had not very
much money, and when the changes in C.P.R. terms throughout the West,
although these matters caused us to drop our 20 per cent requirement on
salvaged property to 10 per cent, and that is our basis now.

Mr. SpeaARkMAN: That covers my question, then. It is for the Committee
to consider later on what bearing that has.

The Wirness: Now, I want to refer to this question of revaluation, and the
position of our soldier settlers, on the four questions I outlined the other day,
that I thought should be dealt with in order to visualize the need for a relief

bonus of some sort by way of revaluation or otherwise.
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The CuamrMAN: I understand this expose will be rather long, so I would
suggest that we now adjourn and meet again to-morrow. Generally this com-
mittee sits on Wednesdays and Fridays. Unfortunately for me, however, we
have the honour to receive the Governor General of Canada in Joliette next
Friday, so I will be unable to be present. Therefore, if we are to meet again
this week we must meet to-morrow or not at all. I would suggest that we meet
to-morrow to finish up the evidence of Major Barnett, and we can then open
up this new question and go right through with it to-morrow.

The witness retired.

The committee adjourned.
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CoMmmitTteE RooMm 436,
House or Commons,
TrursDAY, May 22, 1924,

The Special Committee appointed to consider questions relating to Pensions,
Insurance and Re-establishment of Returned Soldiers met at 11.00 o’clock a.m.,
the Chairman, Mr. J. J. Denis, presiding,

The Crarman: Gentlemen, we will now proceed. In reading the printed
report which is an appendix to our proceedings, No. 2, I discovered quickly that -
at page 49, at the top of the page, the figures “1913-1924” were evidently an
error and should read “1923-24.” That is quite plain. On page 41 there is an-
other error which is not so evident. It reads as follows: “Acreage occupied
by settlers’ loans” and should read: “Acreage occupied by settlers without
loans.”

Mr. CapwerLL: In my copy it says “with loans.”

The CmamrMan: This is in the second to last column.

Mr. CarrorL: We will have that corrected, I suppose.

The CramMaN: The corrections will appear in my remarks now. It might
be corrected when the final printing is done.

I have made enquiry regarding the printing of the second Interim Report
of the Ralston Commission, and I am sorry to say it is not yet available. It
should have been available to-day and even before to-day. I will take the
matter up with the Printing Bureau and see what is wrong, but for the time
being I cannot do anything except to report to the Committee. I will pro-
ceed with the matter and see that the report is brought down immediaely.
Before proceeding with Major Barnett's evidence, some members of the Com-
mittee, I am instructed, would like to ask him some questions. Therefore, in
order that we might proceed with as much order as possible, I would invite
members of the Committee to ask Major Barnett whatever questions they would
like to ask now, and then when he begins making his statement regarding this
particular subject of revaluation I would ask the members of the Committee
to be so kind as to let him proceed with his statement except in such cases
where, while he is giving his statement he is not making himself sufficiently clear.
In that case you might ask him a question or two, but not to take him away
from his subject. I would also ask, regarding the questions you will ask now,
that you should avoid as much as possible bringing him on the subject of re-
valuation. The questions which will be asked now should be outside of that
subject, because he will immediately afterwards begin his remarks dealing with
revaluation.

Major JouN BARNETT recalled.

By Mr. Robinson:

Q. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the witness a question or two regarding
certificates. You issue, do you not, qualification certificates to applicants?—A.
Yes.

Q. An applicant has to have a certificate issued to him before he can be
granted a loan?—A. Yes.

Q. Are they still issuing those certificates for loans?—A. On
February 16th our regulations were changed, after consultation with
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the Government and meeting the wishes of the Government with
respect to reducing of expenditures on soldier settlement, and after March 31st
of this year we are not issuing qualification certificates to any new applicants
except those settlers who are in training, who came to us before and we told them,
“You have not experience enough; you work for a farmer and get experience and
we will deal with you”. These men, to them we are continuing to issue certi-
ficates. We also issue to those who desire assistance on their own land. There
are some men who when they came back from overseas felt that they required
no assistance. The pinch that has hit farming made some of them change their
minds, and it was felt that it was not fair to exclude them, to shut them out
merely because they did not come early, and thought they could carry along
without the aid of cheaper money supplied by the public. Within the third
class to whom we issue certificates are those who prior to February 20th, the
date at which these instructions are presumed to have reached our district
offices in the field, had, by letter or instruction of the Board, deferred making
formal application. A man may have written in to us and said he wanted to
go on the land, but had a good job, and asked us whether we would advise him
to stay with the job or go on the land, and we probably told him to go on with
the job and come in later. We told them not to hurry about their application,
and it would not be fair to close the door and say. “You cannot come in now”.
That is the situation with regard to those men. The fourth class is those returned
soldiers who are coming from Scotland under arrangements made with Father
MacDonell. That is partly a commitment made before; we are issuing to those,
and no others.

Q. You say returned soldiers?—A. Yes.

Q. They were not Canadian soldiers?—A. That last group were not.

Q. They were in the British Army?—A. Yes.

Q). Those are the exceptions?—A. Those are the only people that we issue cer-
tificates to.

By Mr. Caldwell:
Q. Just what do you do with regard to those?—A. We still quali’y those.
Q. Any number?—A. No, those to whom commitments had been made at
the time this was put in force. At that time Father MacDonell was over in
Scotland expecting to get assistance for such of the party as were returned

soldiers.
Q. The thing is not open indefinitely >—A. No.

By Hon. Mr. Sinclair:
Q. It is just to take care of the commitments of Father MacDonell?—A.
Yes; he was expecting that those of his party who were returned soldiers would
get assistance.

By Mr. Robinson:

Q. Do I understand it only means assistance to those to whom Father
MacDonell has already committed himself ?—A. There has been no interpretation
made on that; we would naturally be governed by the wish of the Government.
There has been nothing laid down definitely to hold us to that.

Q. The idea is that they are good settlers?—A. No, the whole thing is based
on a commitment in equity to a man. That is, if we have a commitment to him,
then in equity we have to fulfil it.

Q. That is, it only applies to those to whom he had committed himself?—A.
Yes, in line with the rest of it.

Q. It does not say so?—A. The basis of the exceptions takes that in.
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Q. It says, “Scotch settlers coming to Canada under arrangement with
Father MacDonell”?—A. Of course, we were thinking of the settlers who were
coming this year under Father MacDonell.

Q. That is, that it would not go on?

By Hon. Mr. Sinclair:
Q. Returned soldiers?—A. Yes.

By Mr. Robinson:

Q. The point I am getting at is this, that there were in the United States,
perhaps, Canadian soldiers who went there possibly right after the war, who
might wish to be repatriated, and who might not know anything about these
regulations, and it seemed to me there might be an exception made in the
case of these men as well as in the case of Father MacDonnell’s Scotch settlers.
I am not saying anything against these Scotch settlers, but I think there might
be a case where some of our own men, if they knew of the terms under which
the soldiers here had carried on operations in the past might be willing to be,
and might want to be repatriated, but under these regulations they would be
shut out.—A. They are shut out, undoubtedly, the idea being that only those
returned soldiers to whom we were already committed in some way will be
established, and of course the regulation is based on the understanding arrived
at with the Government.

Q. Do you know if the facts of our soldier re-establishment scheme were
made known at the time to our soldiers who might be in the United States.—
A. No, I would not say that it was, because we have never made any attempt

to force soldier settlement on returned soldiers. We have done practically

no advertising along that line, that is, that there were benefits accruing. We
did make it public in a very limited way, but not from the viewpoint of
propaganda, or pushing it before the returned soldier. There was nothing done
along that line. As a matter of fact, on that point, there is an editorial in
the last copy of “The Veteran”, just out, which points out that fact, that
settlement was made voluntarily. I do not have it right before me, but it was
pointed out.that no propaganda had been used to push soldier settlement
before the attention of returned soldiers.

Q. Was it favouring that policy or opposing it?—A. It was not dealing
with that, it was dealing with the question of success or failure of soldier settle-
ment.

Q. The point I wanted to make was this, that we might have some
Canadian soldiers, say in the United States, and in these days when they talk
about the immigration policy and so on, if these men knew about it they
might have made application, but now they have no chance. We do leave it
open for these Scotch settlers, but not for any Canadian settlers.

By Mr. Carroll:

Q. I suppose if this Committee made a recommendation in line with the
suggestion of Mr. Robinson, the Department would take it up seriously ?—A. Yes
indeed, we would certainly get the views of our Minister on it. What we are
trying to do now, frankly, is to close down, and we are trying to meet any
equitable claims we have, but other than that we are trying to close down.

By Mr. Speakman:

Q. Personally, I am in agreement with that. Have you any estimate
as to the number and extent of the commitments?—A. It is impossible to make
any. We have commitments with a very large number of men; that is, we have
issued qualification certificates to over 20,000 men, and those are all com-

mitments.
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By Mr. Caldwell:
Q. To over 20,000 men applying for loans?—A. Yes.

By Hon. Mr. Sinclair:

Q. Who have not yet taken advantage of that?—A. Yes. Some of them
have come up and made application and we have turned them down. About
12,000 have asked for a loan and we would not give it on the proposition they

ut up.

' Q. Because you could not approve the loan?—A. Yes, because the land was
too high priced, or it was not suitable, or something like that. I have not any
expectation that any number of this 20,000 will come up. Quite a considerable
number of them are not in the country now, and it is pure guess work to try
to estimate them. We have 700 or 800 that we know we are committed to, those
men in training now, but beyond that the rest is more or less vague. Every
day a man turns up with a letter he got some time ago and that is a commit-
ment, but to what extent it would go there is no way of telling.

By Mr. Robinson.:

Q. Mr. Chairman, I would like to have it brought before this Committee
in some way, at some time or other, the chance to perhaps move that these
regulations should not apply to Canadian ex-soldiers, men who wish to be
repatriated and have it submitted to the Minister. Of course I do not know
that this is the proper time to do it.

The Cmamrman: It is always time for you to make any suggestion, sir.
That is just a suggestion, however; we cannot discuss it, but it will come up
for discussion later on.

By Mr. Carroll:

Q. I want to ask Major Barnett if there is any regulation of the Depart-
ment, or any custom as to the length of time that a man is allowed to remain
on his land after having made default?—A. No, there is no regulation at all.
As a matter of fact, unless he has been guilty of some serious misconduct—.

Q. I mean non-payment?—A. Non-payment in itself, we have practically
closed out no cases on account of that. There may be the odd one where we
were quite satisfied the man could have paid, and where other settlers in the
surrounding district have been complaining very bitterly over that particular
individual being let off, but otherwise we carry men practically indefinitely.
There are very few men who have been forced off.

Q. Would you at some time get us a list of soldier settlers under the Act
who have made no payments? There are a number of them, I understand. T
do not want the names, but the number.—A. That would be pretty difficult;
it would take me a long time to do that because it would mean applying to
every branch office. A man may make no payment this year, but he may have
made one last year and the year before. To get the men who have made no
payment whatever means examining all the accounts. I can get it for you,
but I cannot get it quickly.

Q. If there is going to be any change made as to the rate of interest or
the valuation of the land, I imagine that would be more or less important
information, providing they were good men and trying their best.—A. I want
to just show you when we come to that question the problem that is involved in
it. As I said when I opened the other day, I have a thousand cases digested,
taken purely at random, of what we call our low-grade settlers. Some of them
have made payments, but for some reason they have been classed as low-
grade. These are the settlers who for one reason and another are in the greatest
difficulties, and in order to analyze the situation I want to go over a number
of them taken from various districts just to let you see that when you get
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all kinds of men, naturally there are all kinds of cases. I will take that up
at the proper time.

By Mr. MacLaren:

Q. Do you include in your statistics the number of those who did not
make any payment? You keep statistics, various statistics, tables connected
with this, the number of men who apply and so on, do you not?—A. Yes.

Q. Do you not have one classification or one table of those who have
failed to make a payment?—A. No, we do not have that at all.

Q. Would it not be well to do so?—A. We are burdened with statistics
so very much.

Q. But that is only one little thing?—A. Yes, but a man may not have
made a payment, but may be in a far better position than the man who has
made a payment. There are men we have not gone after for payments, the
man has been improving his place, and to give him a chance of developing his
property right we have not pressed him. We have said, “Here, we are satisfied
with this,” and that gives no proper perspective of the case at all. 1 can show
you lots of settlers who are in far more hazardous positions and have made
payments, than many other men who have not made a payment.

By Mr. Carroll:
Q. I know a man who has made no payment at all, but has improved his
property over $3,000.—A. It does not give you any perspective, then, to take a
list of men who have not paid.

By Miss MacPhail:

Q. Do you think these people who improve their property, the way farm-
ing is now, can ever make their payments?—A. T would like to deal with that
when I come to the first question which I put down as the one I thought should
be answered, as to what their true economic condition is.

The CmARMAN: If there are no further questions by members of the
Committee, I would suggest that we proceed now with revaluation.

The Wirness: Just before taking up that question, there is one thing
I would like to refer to. Senator Griesbach yesterday referred to our resales.
When I returned from the meeting of the Committee to my office yesterday,
I found two offers for the sale of salvaged land in the Edmonton district wait-
ing for my approval as to whether we would sell or not. They had come in
over the wire, offers for sale of salvaged property, and I want to refer to them
because they illustrate something with regard to the sale of the salvaged prop-
erty we have. The first case is where we purchased land in May, 1919, for
$2,525. The settler put up no 10 per cent, so he had nothing in the property
at all. He resided on the premises for only a short time, and it was thrown
back on our hands in 1920, and it has been back on our hands ever since.
There were 40 acres under cultivation at the time we purchased it, and at the
time we were selling he had only cropped between 10 and 15 acres, ahd the
rest went back to sod. The buildings burned down; it had a set of buildings
and they were destroyed. The offer that was waiting for my approval yester-
day was $2,575, $75.00 more than the properety cost originally, and the build-
ings in the meantime had burned down, and 20 or 30 acres of the land had
gone back to prairie, had not been cultivated. In addition to that the fences
were in disrepair. The two points are that we have not sold our best stuff
in all cases. Here is a property that has been on our hands over 3 years, and
yet we turn around and sell it at virtually $400 more than we had in it, because
we recovered $300 on an insurance loss. In addition to that the property went
back. The purchaser of the property is a neighbouring farmer who is setting

up his son. He does not live alongside of the property, but in the vicinity.
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If land could be obtained cheaper than that he would not come to us, he
would not buy that particular property unless he knew what he was doing.
He is a well-tordo farmer in the district and he is buying that particular place
for his son; we are not selling to some greenhorn who does not know values.

By Mr. Knox:

Q. You are not quoting that as an average case?—A. It works out pretty
well average, when you take the results on the 1,600 cases we have sold. There
is a surplus of $600,000, and that is the way it is acquired by these cases mount-
ing up, so I would say the average must be something along that line, judging
by results. I do not mean to say they are all like that. As I told you yesterday
there were cases in Quebec where we lost $2,000, and there were cases in Mani-
toba where we lost $2,000 in a single farm; we have had losses in practically
every province, but the aggregate shows a $600,000 surplus over what we had
in it.

By Hon. Mr. Sinclair:

Q. Out of a total sale of how much?—A. The total sale is given here; there
are 1,600 cases.

By Muiss Macphail:

Q. You cannot give a farm away in our part of Ontario, so I do not see how
you can sell these others—A. We are selling them.

By Mr. Wallace:

Q. $600,000.00 net?—A. Yes.
Q. The losses are included in that?—A. Yes.

By Mr. Caldwell:
. Q. You have not included in that what the soldier paid?—A. No; there
is $179,000.00 which the soldier paid.

Q. It would still show a surplus?—A. Yes. I want to just repeat, before
going on, one thing I said yesterday, because some members of the Committee
were not here yesterday; that is, the fact that.out of these completed cases, out
of these 1,600 cases our losses on land, stock, and equipment as shown by the
statement that is in the report of the proceedings is $40,000.00. Add to that
insurance, taxes, grubstake, seed, feed, and all these things, the loss on the
1,600-odd cases is only $360,000, the capital loss.

By Muiss Macphail:

Q. That is, to the Department?—A. Yes.

Q. That includes what was paid by the soldier?—A. Yes; I am not putting
it from the settler’s point of view, but rather dealing with the statement em-
phasized by Senator Griesbach that the country is going to be faced with large
losses. I am ignoring the settlers for the time being. Now, we have 1,900
purchase cases of which we have to dispose, that are on our hands. The two
cases I have mentioned were among that 1,900. If we lost twice as much as
we have lost on the first 1,600 cases, the loss to the country will be around a
million dollars, and if the whole of our 4,000 low-grade settlers who are having
difficulty fail, and the same ratio is maintained, the loss will be a little over
two million dollars. Then I went on to point out that if you totalled those
figures you would only have a capital loss of five million dollars, so you are
not faced with the danger of large losses, based on these figures, and the figures
are correct as far as they go.

By Mr. Caldwell:
Q. Of course, you would have to add to that the loss incurred by the

Government on account of remission of interest, which amounts to what?—A.
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That amounts to Ten million dollars. It amounted to more than that, but our
last computation is based on the settlers still on the land. We are not dealing
with that now; that money has been lost and the loss was contemplated at the
very start, but the loss arising from failure is the thing I am speaking of.

Q. Of course, this remission of interest has to do with the failure to be
able to pay?—A. Yes, but I am looking into the future, I am speaking to the
argument made by Senator Griesbach that we must cut twenty-five million
dollars off the capital of this, or the country is going to be faced with a stagger-
ing loss. Tt is not going to affect what you have done in the past. No matter
what you do it is not going to minimize the Ten million dollars you gave in
interest exemption. It does not enter into what you should do in the future.

Q. I think it does; I think there is a very decided opinion that we have to
go further on the line of remission of interest to make the men stay on the land
Tt is still a capital loss to the country ?—A. Yes, but you and I are looking at
it from a different point of view. The question I wanted to take up is the question
of what is the economic position of these settlers that are under the Board. I
want to deal with that from two points of view; what suceess should have been
expected for these men at the time they went on, forgetting all about the
economic disasters that have intervened; what success was reasonable to expect
from a bunch of returned soldiers coming back from overseas and going on the
land? Should we expect from these men a larger measure of tuccess than the
returned soldier coming back and going into other occupations? What should
we expect from these returned soldiers who had served 2 or 3 or 4 years overseas,
who had no capital of their own for the most part, and had to begin entirely
on borrowed money? Should we expect from them as large or a greater measure
of success than we should look for in the civilian settler? I want to direct
your attention to that for a moment, apart altogether from the economic situa-
tion that has intervened. The reason I am bringing it up in this way is that I
want to get before you the question of whether this thing has been a colossal
failure, whether it has been a reasonable success, or what is the state of this
thing, and to do that you must determine what was to be expected from these
men when they went on the land. Now, insurance statistics show that 85 per
cent of the ordinary men in life accumulate nothing; 85 per cent of mankind
accumulates nothing. When they reach the age of 65 they are dependent upon
friends, relatives, or charity. These are the statistics compiled by the insurance
companies. I want to leave that just for the moment and take up now the
actual situation, and I will then come back to this question. Perhaps I should
say that the reason I am giving this is because T feel that the evidence should
be directed to show how the position of these soldier settlers compares with
other returned soldiers who are not on farms, with other farmers who are not
returned soldiers, in order to get a true perspective. Tn order to do that, you
must compare them with something. Success is a matter of comparison, and
whether you are going to say this is a failure or a suceess depends upon your
comparing it with something. Before going into details, I will say there is no
doubt that agriculture has suffered and suffered very severely. We feel it and
all our soldier settlers have felt it. They are in the same position all farmers
are in; the prices of every farm product that you can think of are at least down
to pre-war level, and in some cases below pre-war level. Everything he has
to buy, practically, is away above pre-war level. All his operating costs are
above, his transportation, his threshing, his twine, all are above pre-war levels.
That has undoubtedly hit soldier settlers the same as it has hit all other farmers.
T am not trying to minimize that situation, because it is undoubtedly true.
We have had, as the figures given at the other meetings show, 18.8 per cent
of failure, abandonments; that is how it stands now, some 4 400-odd cases
have been abandoned. Of that number practically a quarter are due to deaths,
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recurrence of war disability, and causes that neither the scheme nor the man
nor the land nor economics had anything to do with. That is, if a man died,
he abandoned the land for that reason; a man had a recurrence of war disability,
and these are causes which neither economics, the man, or the land enters into.

By Mr. Robinson:

Q. That is 18 per cent of abandonments?—A. 18.8 per cent. That is for
a period of between 5 and 6 years, because we started in 1918 when the first
- loans were granted. That is the total.

By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. You are not giving the percentages for the different causes?—A. No;
the causes are all mixed up. ;

Q. You have not the percentages?—A. We have a percentage but it is not
very reliable, because when you come to try and measure up how much of that
is due to poor land and how much to the poor man, it is a difficult thing.

Q. But I mean due to death?—A. I have computed it at about 25 per cent
of the total failures, due to death and disability and causes of that nature; that
is about 1,000 cases out of 4,400. The rest are due to hard times, difficulty in
getting along, poor land, and a poor man. Of that total, crop failure counts
for a considerable number, of course. The out and out failures run from 3,000
to 3.500, and by that I mean the men who could not continue, either by reason
of their own incapacity, by reason of the fact that they had crop failure, or
prices were so bad, or the land was so poor——. The out and out failures num-
ber between 3,000 and 3,500, or roughly speaking, 15 per cent. I am dealing
with failures first. and I will deal with successes after. How does that com-
pare with the civilian farmer? I will call to your attention some figures from
the United States. In the 15 leading corn and wheat states of the United States
since 1920, 4 per cent of the farm owners, the out and out owners of farms in
these 15 states have been forcibly foreclosed. 41 per cent have gone into volunt-
ary foreclosure; they have simply walked off the properties and left them, and
15 per cent are bankrupt but are continuing on sufference. These figures are
given by Secretary Wallace of the Department of Agticulture of the United
States. Our men cannot be compared with the farm owners, because they had
a very large equity, and our men had none. Our men compare with the tenant
farmer of these states, and the wastage among the tenant farmers has been much
greater. As a matter of fact, our settlers do not have as large an interest in their
land and live stock and equipment as the tenant farmer in these states has had.
7:2 per cent of the tenant farmers have been foreibly foreclosed; 7-8 per cent
have gone into voluntary foreclosure, they have simply walked off and left their
stock and everything in the hands of their creditors, while 21-3 per cent are
simply hanging on on sufferance from their creditors. There is 15 per cent of out
and out failures, exactly the same percentage as our own with soldier settlers.
There is 21-3 per cent which are simply hanging on. I admit quite frankly that
we have quite a considerable number of men who will fail; some of the men
are just hanging on, some from one reason and some from another. I am not
claiming at all that our 4,400 is the end of our abandonments. I want to be
perfectly fair in my statement, and I do not want to distort anything. I
appreciate that we have more men than the 4,400 who are headed for abandon-
ment. In other words, they are in the same position as the 21 per cent in these
15 states.

By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. Would your percentage be as high?—A. I do not think so, no. I per-
sonally doubt very much if the percentage is anything like the percentage of

failure that we have had, but then you never can tell.
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Q. Have you these same statistics for Canada?—A. No statistics are avail-
able. It is very difficult to get Canadian statistics. We do know that in the
province of Manitoba, in the last three years, where there used to be 55,000
operating farmers in that province, it has now shrunk to about 45,000. The
figures given about a year and a half ago by, I think, the President of the
United Farmers of Manitoba, gave it at that time as under 50,000, about 48,-
000; since that time there has been a further shrinkage. We have compared
certain municipalities. In the Armstrong municipality 22 soldier settlers had
abandonment to 340 civilian farmers. Our percentage of abandonment in the
municipality is not nearly as great as that of the civilian farmer who has
abandoned. The same is true of Fisher, and the same is true in the Peace River
country. I was talking to a Peace River man down here last year in con-
nection with the railway project they are interested in there, and he told me—
and I have checked it from other sources—that they estimate conservatively that
50 per cent of the farming population has left the Peace River country. Our
abandonment there is only 15 per cent, and this man, accounting to me for the
difference in the way soldier settlers were hanging on, said that it was the pen-
sions our men were getting. As a matter of fact, it is only the odd one here and
there who is drawing pension. That does not account for it at all. You have to
look to something else to determine why they are staying.

Q. Might I make a suggestion? Is it not possible that the soldier settlers
are being dealt with far more leniently by the Board than the men in arrears
to the Mortgage Companies?—A. That may be. I imagine there is a variety
of reasons. I do think, though, there is some value in the supervision work
that has been given; there is some value in the fact that his debt is all
consolidated and owing one person. That is always an advantage to any
business man.

Q. And that person not pushing very hard for payment, of course?—
A. Certainly the consolidation of indebtedness and the fact that soldier debts
are in the most part owing to us and nobody else is an advantage. I do not
mean to say that is true in all cases, but that is the general policy and
undoubted it helps the soldier. Now, I have not anything further to say
with regard to the abandonments, more than this; if you compare soldier
settler farmers with civilian farmers in the United States or in this country,
our abandonments have been no greater and in most cases are less than the
civilian farmer abandonments in the same time. So I do not think it is fair
to say, or fair to base any reasoning or decision on the ground that this has
been a failure, because you must compare it with something, and if you
compare it with these things the settlement is stacking up just as well as any
other settlement. The other way to judge the position of soldier settlers is
by repayments. It is practically the only other way to find the position their
property is in, and in order to give you that there is no way that you can
crystallize it into a few figures. There is the man who has improved his
property $3,000.00 of whom Mr. Carroll spoke. You would have to run over
case after case to get any perspective; you cannot bind it into a bunch of
figures in that way. The repayments that they are making, the way in which
they have been able to cope with their load of debt that they are carrying is
the next most important way of judging the economic position of soldier
settlers. Before I say that, though, I may point this out, that the case that
the ordinary public knows, even that the ordinary Member of Parliament
knows is not the case of the soldier who is doing well; it is almost invariably
the case of the man who is not doing well. We had an illustration of that
three years ago, I think it was, in the last Parliament, when the Parliamentary
Committee on soldier affairs was sitting. The then member for North Oxford
county in Ontario, who was even then a bitter antagonist of soldier settle-

ment, when the Member for one of the Saskatchewan constituencies was urging
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consideration for soldiers who had seen service only in Canada—Mr. Nesbitt
said, “Well, I do not believe in this thing at all.” He said, “They have only
established three settlers in my constituency, and they are all failures already.”
I was sitting in the corner ready to give evidence; I did not say anything be-
cause I did not have the figures, but I went to the office and before the com-
mittee met the next day I called Mr. Nesbitt to one side and asked him if
he had made that statement, and he said he had, and that it was so. I said,
“Here is a list of over 40 settlers in Oxford county, over 19 of them in North
Oxford.” 12 of them had made all their payments and made prepayments,
paid more, and there were 4 who had no payments at all. 3 had failed, and
the only ones he knew of and upon which he was basing his judgment were
the 3 who had failed. Just this year I had another instance of that. Mr.
McTaggart came to take up a case with me and said, “I have not very many
settlers in my constituency”. I said, “No?” As a matter of fact, he said
he had been talking to Mr. Speakman about the matter, and he said he had
only, he thought, about 12 or 14 settlers in his district, did not think he had
very many more than that. I pulled down the map and showed him the
spots and he looked at it and found that there were over 450 soldier settlers
in his constituency about whom he did not know, the reason being that the
soldier settlers there were all getting on well. They had been making their
payments; they had been having no difficulties; he even had 2 in his own
{ownship where he farms himself, and he never knew they were soldier settlers
at all. That brings us to another point that very often your good man is
not known even by neighbouring farmers. Last year we had one of our
officials going around checking up the work of our supervisors. He would go
into a district alone and go to a prominent farmer in that district and say,
“How are the soldier settlers getting on here?” and start discussing it. The
farmer would generally say, “They are getting on very poorly, rotten in fact”
and so on, and they would discuss that for a while and pass on to crops and
prices, and so on. Then he would go back to it and say, “Do you know a
man farming here by the name of Jones, or Brown, or Smith?” He would
say, “Yes, he is a good man, getting on fine.” The official would run over a
list of those men, and gradually the man would tumble to the fact that he
was asking about soldier settlers. :

By Miss MacPhail:

Q. Do you not think that the good ones were, in a great many cases, farmers’
sons who were assisted by their own people and given a sum of money to begin
with, which accounts in a great measure for their better farms?—A. In some
cases, undoubtedly. It is not so true in the west as in the east, although it is
true to some extent there.

Q. I want to say here that I can certainly back up what you have just said,
that there is a very large number of successful cases. I wrote to about 700
soldier settlers then on the land in Ontario, some time ago. I got replies from
over 400, and the thing in all those replies that amazed me was their hunger
for land, and they gave as their reason for taking up this scheme that it was
the one way in which they could go on the land. I think there were only 3 or 4
that I heard from who said anything that was not in the highest sense com-
plimentary to the Board. We often say nasty things, and I thought I ought
to say this, that we feel the Soldier Settlement Board has done very efficient
work, when you get only 3 or 4 replies out of 400 or over, who have any com-
plaint.—A. I have spent some time on that situation as far as the best men go,
because I want to outline just what some of the men have been doing. We
have, roughly speaking—the figures are given in this book—I think around 700
or 800 men who have repaid their loans in full. They will not come ordinarily
into any consideration of revaluation as based on the condition they are in.
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They owe us nothing. I wired out a few days ago to our district offices just in
order to get a line and find out how many of our men had been making sub-
stantial prepayments; that is, paying off more than their regular payments, and
1 set the figures very high, because I put a figure of $1,000. I wanted those
who had made at least $1,000 as a payment more than their due payments;
that have to their credit $1,000 more than their due payment, and the number
of cases is around 400, in that category. So there are over 1,000 settlers who
have paid off their loans entirely, or who have been able to make, in addition
to their regular payments, more than $1,000 of a repayment. We know this,
that we have annually around 3,000 men that are not only meeting their pay-
ments but are making more than their payment. We have annually that many.
The same man does not make a prepayment every year, but every year, averag-
ing up, we have around 3,000 men who are able to live up to the original con-
ception of this scheme, and more than live up to it; in other words, they make
a prepayment. Now, despite our failures and despite the severe economic posi-
tion of things, a remarkable number, a very large number of our settlers have
made remarkable financial successes out of this scheme, even some of those who
have failed have made very remarkable financial successes. We have met here
and there the odd man who has abandoned his farm wealthy, almost. I want
to give you just one case that Mr. Caldwell knows about, because it is in his
own country, and I have referred to it before, where a man who failed made
money out of it. We bought a farm for this man in York county in New Bruns-
wick in 1919. The deal was put through after the crop had been put in; as
a matter of fact, before it was completed part of the crop was harvested. The
settler did nothing except to harvest the tail end of the crop. We paid $5,000
for that farm, or at least we thought we were paying $5,000, but after salvage
we went into it and found that the office had not got it right, had covered it up
some way, and the price of the land was $3,000. It was not done deliberately
by the office, but it was looked on as a good deal; as a matter of fact, we really
bought the crop for $2,000. That fall the settler sold that crop for $12,000, and
said, “ You can keep the farm, I will keep the money ” and walked off.

By Maiss Macphail:
Q. What did they find on this farm, a gold mine?—A. No, it was potatoes,
which were bringing $11.00 and $12.00 a barrel that year. He had about a
thousand barrels of potatoes.

By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. That very freak price has ruined our country, and we did not get any
more than the cost price for more than three years after that.—A. I am only
pointing out that there was a man, a failure as far as the settlement end of it is
concerned, but who is now in the New England states somewhere with $12,000.

By Miss Macphail:

. Would it not really be in most cases, however, that tlie soldier would
leave $300 or $400 or $500 sunk in the land?—A. Yes, probably so. All through
the west we bought land with moderate crops. We have no cases like that
New Brunswick case, but we have cases where the settler did nothing but reap
the crop. He had nothing else to do with it; we bought the crop, and he has
taken off $2,000, $3,000, and £4,000; that was in 1919, when wheat was bringing
a high price. The collapse came in 1920, and a great many of the 1919 settlers
should be in a better position than the 1920 men, because the men who started
in 1920 started with the high price of seed and everything in the winter, and
then came around to the fall when the thing collapsed. That was our biggest
year, when we established 10,000 men, and purchased improved lands and got
the crop practically for nothing with the land. That is one of the difficulties
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we have in selling salvaged stuff. I had one of these cases before me yesterday;
at the time we bought it we paid for 30 acres of crop, and now we sell it and that
crop is gone. You have that difficulty, you see. What I am trying to do is give
you certain types of cases. We have another type; we had a settler in the Swift
Current, district in 1919; his health broke down and he abandoned the property
but he wanted to have a chance to try and hold on to the land, and he got work
in Winnipeg and rented that land, with the assistance of our supervisors. By now
he is practically paid up out of the one-third share of that crop; he now has his
land for nothing, and he has hardly ever been on it at all. His land has cost him
nothing, because he simply got it and rented it on a one-third basis. There is a
similar case—I am only giving you these as illustrative of certain types of cases
that we get. Then we have a number of settlers on Vancouver Island. We bought
parcels of land there from the Dunsmuir Estate. These settlers have sold off
portions of their holdings; they still have quite good sized farms which stand
them practically nothing, because they have sold part of their farms, enough to
pay for the rest of them. Then we have 85 settlers settled on the Pope lease in
Alberta. That lease cost practically nothing, and there may be some feeling that
that should have been given to returned soldiers practically free. At the proper
time I can give you the reason why that could not be done. As a matter of fact
the facts I will give you will indicate why. They were charged for this land,
and it was sold to them on a ballot system. There were more men than there
was land, so it was ballotted for, and it cost them $20. We have had 4 abandon-
ments in there; in every case the settler did nothing on the land, and we have
sold that for a very substantial cash payment. In one case, we sold land for a
very large cash payment, about 50 per cent of the value at $50 an acre. Every
one of these 85 men got a gift of from $2,000 to $3,000, or at least they are that
much to the good. Down in the Annapolis Valley in Nova Scotia the settlers
who were established there in 1919 an 1920 could sell their land to-day for very
very much more than was paid for it. If we went to establish a settler there
to-day, we could not begin to buy land at the price that was paid for it in 1919
or 1920.

Q. How do you account for the rise in land values?-—A. They have had
good apple crops; they have had fair markets for their apple products; they
have not had any set-backs of any particular kind; we have had none among
our soldier settlers. We have about 150 there and there is scarcely a man in
difficulty, unless the man is responsible himself. The economic pinch has not
caught them as badly as it has caught us. Their market is over in the Old
Country, and it has been fairly good; their yield has been reasonably good; they
have met with no adversity, and the whole thing is in a healthy situation.

By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. That is just in the fruit belt?—A. That is the Annapolis Valley which,
of course, is all a fruit district. I am pointing this out, that when you total up
all these cases, we have between 3,000 and 4,000, at the very least calculation,
of soldier settlers who have benefited enormously from the soldier settler scheme.
They have not all benefited from their own work. They have benefited in some
cases improperly, but there are between 3,000 and 4,000 who have benefited
very very largely from the soldier settlement scheme. In addition to that we
have 6,000 men—and this is only an average, I do not mean that it is the same
6,000 every year, year after year—but we have 6,000 men who are able to meet
their payment in full. They are able to do everything their contracts call for,
allowing, of course, in recent times, for the depression. I appreciate very
much the benefit the interest exemption gave to a lot of settlers, but these
men are able to live up to their obligations. Now what is a fair proportion
of success? As Isaid before, 85 per cent of the ordinary average men
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throughout life die without anything; they reach the age of 65
and have to depend for their future living on friends, relatives, or charity. How
does the proportion, about 20 per cent or 25 per cent of soldier settlers who have
established an outstanding success, compare with your ordinary average re-
turned soldier who is an artisan, a labourer, a clerk, or something along that line?
I do not want to dwell on that, but that is one thing when you say whether
this thing has been a failure or a success; you must compare the man who went
on the land with practically nothing—there were a few who had something, but
probably 90 per cent of the men that went on the land had nothing, barring
their 10 per cent which was paid out of their gratuity. A man coming back
to city life, a clerk, artisan, mechanic, or labourer, had the same thing, the same
gratuity. What is his situation to-day? How does the proportion of those who
have made a success compare with the soldier settlers? I have not any figures,
but I have lots of cases that come to my attention of men in our cities like
Montreal, Toronto, and Winnipeg, and other cities throughout the country, even
here in Ottawa, where a man has lost his gratuity, his equity in a house, and has
sold his furniture stick by stick, and is down to nothing. In a city we run into
them day after day and while I cannot give any statistics I think it is almost com-
mon knowledge, judging from the insurance statistics of ordinary human life, that
when 20 per cent or 25 per cent of the men can make a substantial success—
and I am including not only the 700 or 800 who have paid off their loans, but the
2,000 or 3,000 who are making substantial prepayments, and those other cases
where we know definitely the man’s proposition is worth twice as much as he
has in it—there are at least 20 to 25 per cent who have made an outstanding
success under this scheme. Is that not a fair proportion? Is that not all that
can be expected, and is the 18.8 per cent of failure an unreasonable proportion?
These are the questions on the situation, or the facts of the situation of the
soldier settlers.

With regard to ordinary collections, I have given you a number of men who
have not made payments. We have annually 4,000 who are unable to pay any-
thing. That question was asked by Mr. MacLaren, but it is not exactly as he
asked it. We have an average of 4,000 men annually not able to pay. Among
that 4,000 this year are many men who did pay last year. Some of them were
unable to pay last year and paid the year before, but each year we find that we
have about 4,000 men who are unable to meet their payments. Then, if we
examined our files to find the men in difficulty, we find that we have about
4,000 men in difficulty. They are not the 4,000 men who do not annually make
the payment, but the two tally out pretty well as to the number having difficulty.
There are 4,000 men that annually find it difficult to carry on. They not only
find it difficult to pay us, but they find difficulty in a great many cases in living.
There is a considerable number of those who are hard put to it for the necessities
of life. There is no doubt there are those cases, and it is those cases largely,
1 think, which are responsible for the feeling among many people that something
further should be done.

By Miss Macphail:

Q. By necessities, some people may mean what others would call luxuries.
You take the settlers, some people in the cities might think they did not have
necessities, while the people in the country would be quite satisfied. By that
you must mean just enough to eat and wear.—A. By that I mean they have
difficulty in clothing their families properly and warmly, and so on.

Q. You see, I know these cases personally. I have taught school where
these children came, and I know they are not clad sufficiently well, neither
warmly nor cleanly enough. So the necessities of life do not mean the same
thing to everybody.—A. That is quite true, but in the 4,000 cases you might
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say that some of the men making prepayment do not afford themselves as
much in the shape of commonplaces of life, as I would call them. Perhaps
they are not what we call necessities, but they are at least the commonplaces
of life. I am speaking now of the 4,000 men who are in real difficulties; they
are in difficulty so far as their payments are concerned, and so far as living is
concerned, and I am willing to go as far as you like on the necessities; you
can either restrict it or widen it. They are in difficulty anyway. These
figures are more important than giving the actual money, the amount of the
money we have collected. Undoubtedly this year our collections have been very
much better than previously. The percentage is not any higher, but we figured
our collection percentages reasonably and honestly on the thing, because we
include everybody in arrears, and the money we have collected, if it were not
for the province of Manitoba, would be practically as much as the previous
year in actual percentage. In actual money it is getting on now over half
a million dollars more.

By Mr. Speakman:

Q. The total amount that is given as due at the end of your fiscal year, does
that include the arrears?—A. Yes, it includes all arrears.

Q. So the percentage as given of the amount collected does not necessarily
apply to the percentage of the amount current?—A. That current year’s due pay-
ments. No. It includes all the arrears. Calgary has collected very close to 50
per cent; at the present time it has collected over $400,000 in payments this year
in that district, but that is only about 50 per cent, because it carried over nearly
half a million dollars of arrears last year. If Calgary’s percentage were only
taken without the arrears, Alberta’s percentage of collections to-day would be
about 80 per cent or 90 per cent of the current year’s payments, because it
includes all the arrears that have been carried over from previous years.

Q. That is a very important point in this estimation?—A. Yes. I just want
to say this, that while the percentage is low it does indicate difficulty, it is
indicative of the difficulty that is general in farming communities. Here again
our collections compare very favourably with all the data we can get from
mortgage companies or implement companies and others doing business with
farmers generally. Of course, the mortgage company will not tell you what they
collect. If they give an -extension of time it is put on the land again, they do
not class it as an arrear. You cannot tell from their balances really how much
has been paid and how much has not. 1In the same way, if the interest is paid
they care nothing about the principal payments, because their object is to keep
their money out as long as their security is reasonably good, but from all the
things we can get, all the information we have, our collections in actual money
or actual percentage compared most favourably with mortgage companies doing
business with the ordinary civilian farmers, while with implement companies there
is no comparison at all. They are away down.

Q. All amounts overdue are those overdue since October, 1922?—A. Yes.

Q. Because at that time the reconsolidation was made?—A. Yes; that, of
course, straightened everything up at that time.

Q. So the payments due are due since that date?—A. Yes, the arrears are
all the arrears of last year.

By Mr. Caldwell: .

Q. The arrears before 1922 were amortized and added to the principal?
—A. Yes, that is true. I want to take up with the Committee now a few of
these low-grade settlers, because the question of revaluation hinges more
particularly upon their situation than upon anything else. I have these cases;
I am not going to try and read them all, but just a sentence or two from the
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report that we have on these low-grade settlers. I am only going to read one
or two from each district, just to give you an idea of the different types that
are involved. The first list I have here is from British Columbia. “Settler
would not listen to advice of supervisor. Settler said he had no money due to
crop failure. In the fall of 1923 settler had sold crop but would not make
any payment to Board.” The whole family were working out; he was com-
peting in the labour market in Vancouver with other returned soldiers and
keeping his land free. A great many of our settlers in the Vancouver district,
the British Columbia district, are really not farming at all; we bought small
acreages there and they are working in Vancouver and other points, and
simply using the premises as garden premises. There are a great many of
them doing that.

Q. Which would carry out my theory that they get the property rent
free?—A. That is the situation there. These are the types of settlers who are
having difficulty in making payments, and if I happen to read a lot of bad
ones at the first, I do not want you to think they are all bad, because there
are probably at least half of them who are very honest hard-working men,
who bear out any theory that you have in regard to their inability to get
along, in spite of the conscientious sincere efforts he makes. I do not want
you to think that I have picked out cases showing the reverse, because they
were all picked at random and fully 50 per cent of them are hard-working,
conscientious fellows. “Settler uses too much whiskey”. “Settler spends too
much time in hospital from shell-shock to be able to work land properly.” He
made a poor selection of land, the land is not worth what was paid for it.
“Failure due to lack of work. Settler has poor land to work on.” “Last
reports indicate settler gradually developing poor piece of land.” “Settler
young and at first unmarried and wild; just recently got married; from all
reports his wife big factor in success.”  “Poor farm to begin with. Has
large family; living expenses high. No road into property, has been unable
to ship milk.” :

By Miss Macphail:

Q. Are these all in British Columbia?—A. These are all British Columbia
cases just now. I have them from every district. “Reasons for this settler’s
poor standing miserable condition of home. No effort to improve condition,
mostly due to effect of war.” “Has good ranch, takes excellent care of equip-
ment for pleasure, looks after stock well, but does not pay enough attention
to work.” “All reports show this to be good farmer; should make venture
success; certainly unfortunate in selection of land.” Another instance of a
hard-working man with a poor proposition which will utimately pay. Property
in hands of anyone else would have reverted to Board long ago.” “No blame
to be attached settler; good horseman, hard worker; only fault in 1919 when
he grew small fruits; supervisor reports should give up fruits altogether.”
“Poor land, inaccessible part of country; appears from file that settler’s
main idea was to build a sanatorium on top of hill, financed by Vancouver
party but project fell through.” Settler’s poor standing due to weakness for
cards and strong drink. No doubt proposition slightly over-capitalized.
Known as ‘Road Farmer’”. Here is a case of which we get quite a few. “Son
fell off roof of house breaking arm and leg. Girl has infantile paralysis.
Whole family sickly.” “Bought most of stock and equipment at high prices.”
That is true everywhere, but in addition to his land difficulties he has much
sickness in the family. “Chief cause of failure ill-health of settler and wife.”
I do not want to read over many of these.

By Mr. Knoz:
Q. How about the 22,000 settlers in the Prairie Provinces? 1 would
like you to give a sample of the Prairie Provinces.—A. I will give you some
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in the Prairie Provinces. I will take Alberta first and then Saskatchewan.
“Recently sold a number of Board’s cattle, proceeds to own use. Has done
practically no development on the farm, but we are of opinion that to-day
his land is worth $1,000 more than he gave for it.”

By Mr. Caldwell:
Q. What district is that in?—A. In the west half of 20-22-2. “Land not

suitable for use as truck garden.” ‘“The worst trouble with this settler is
that he is lazy. Wife has experienced a lot of sickness and has been in the
hospital intermittently since 1919.” “This man is a hard worker but has

absolutely no sense of responsibility. We find it absolutely necessary to take
his crop.” “This settler is cock-sure and confident.” This is the type of
settler for whom everything is going fine, or at least he says it is when it
really is not. “This settler is reported to be slow, lacking energy for which
his wife is stated to make up. When we purchased property in 1919 only 30
acres broken, only 40 acres now.” “Wife teaching music and settler hanging
around town too much.” “This would make fine mixed farm; bachelor owner
and ignorant of up-to-date farming. Gets payments from England from
time to time to meet his payments, but if remittance fails he would be on the
rack.” “This man is an iron worker by trade and would have been well
advised to stay with his trade instead of farming.” “Until last year appeared
to be getting along reasonably well, but was fined $250 for indictable offense
which took the proceeds of his crop to pay.” This farm is leased for a year;
he has rented it for a year. “This settler is handicapped by having his people
living with him. Distance from market and small area of cultivated land.”
It is difficult to give any sufficient or specific reason why these men have not
been more successful. “Was formerly cow-puncher in the South, does not
know much about farming and has had poor crops. Learning from
experience and will do better in future. Poor manager, and regarded as dis-
honest.” :

By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. Where is that?—A. In Mr. Speakman’s constituency, east of Innes there.
“Wife not fit for farm life; probably responsible for husband’s condition.”
“ Purchased quarter section raw land. Price paid not unreasonable although
small clearing made. He has improved property considerably.” “Hard luck;
been hailed out and now suffering from compound fracture of leg. Possible
result may lose leg. Hospital bills $250, and doctor bills over and above that.”
“Good worker, but very erratic, and looked upon as very wild, and needs a
wife to look after him.” These are in Calgary, and now I will give some from
Saskatchewan. I may say, of course, that the hardest cases we have had are
in Manitoba. The situation there is very much different. I will read some now
from the central Saskatchewan district. “ Settler accountant previous to war.
Absolutely unfitted for the work.” “Very good farm, with careful cultivation
should see the heavy overhead lessened. This settler has failed to settle down
and spends too much time off farm. Inclined to be dirty and needs summer
fallowing.” “Settler married with large family, is unfit for such work, on
account recurrence war disability.” “ Man young, rather indifferent methods
of business: Incurred debts amounting to $625 before marriage; settler now
married and is developing better.” “ Settler has good cultivation methods, care-
ful financing necessary. Settler never measured up to task, agricultural experi-
ence appears meagre, failure appears to be inevitable.” These are all cases of
men still on the land, you know. “ Chiefly due to lack of sufficient arable land,
insufficient pasture. Domestic difficulties cannot be blamed in this case:”
“ Excellent farm both grain and mixed farming, should develop grain growing
proposition. Personally think farmer not very energetic.” * Married to wife

[Major Barnett.] |



PENSIONS, INSURANCE AND RE-ESTABLISHMENT 91
APPENDIX No. 6

in England, his greatest lack sobriety. Proper efforts have not been made in
developing farm. No additional land wunder -cultivation in four years.”
“ Settler bachelor; at first in poor health, may not be equal to work. Distance
from market detriment.” ‘ This farm is considered good proposition, well
located; lack of success due to failure to develop farm during the 4 years of
occupancy.” “ Has had stock die or disappear. Not very good.” ‘ Reported to
be good worker, but has had bad luck and has been hailed out.” * Good farmer
but addicted to drinking.” “ Takes good care of stock, but slow bringing land
under cultivation.” ¢ Lack of sufficient cultivated land is reason for this. Fair
worker.” ‘ Had very much sickness in the home incurring doctor and hospital
bills.” Proposition requiring hard worker and development.” “ Has not set to
work.” “ Chief stumbling block is a weakness for going into debt.” * Well
thought of in the district, but task too much for him. Poor crops have
aggravated the case. Settler very discouraged.”  Capitalization is heavy on
proposition of this kind; reports on settler are good, reputation of being honest
and good worker. Did most of the development in the early years and is now
growing tired of it.” Of course he has got tired and discouraged, and concessions
mean a lot to a man of that type. ‘ Estimated total indebtedness is around
$15,000. Has several cases of land and is trying to do too much.” Quite a few
cases of that type come -along, where the man has got out and bought several
pieces of land in addition to the land we bought.

By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. Is he farming extensively?—A. Yes.

Q. Is he farming what land you bought him, as well as the land he has
bought in addition?—A. Yes.

Q. One of these ambitious fellows?—A. Yes, although it is a poor time to
be ambitious.

By Mr. Humphrey:

Q. Have you any information in regard to the colonization scheme at Lister
and Merville? I realize it is not under this Department, but I was wondering
if you had any information at all on it.—A. No. We have no information
at all.

Q. You have not anything, I suppose, since the last investigation 2 years
ago?—-A. No, nothing since then.

By Mr. Wallace:

Q. What is the general situation in regard to the Ontario settlement?—
A. The Ontario settlement is healthy, on the whole. There are certain dis-
tricts—and this is true in all provinces—where we made certain bad buys. We
have a bad settlement, in fact our worst is in Elgin County.

Q. How is Norfolk?—A. I do not know. I do not think that Norfolk
is extra good either. That end there is the poorest settlement; there was too
much optimism on light land there in 1919. That is one thing, of course, that
the boom period undoubtedly did. There was a lot of land that in times when
people were sane and kept their balance was kept in proper proportions, and
back in 1919 that looked a lot better than it really was. Where we bought bad
land there has been, I think, depreciation because too much was paid, and too
much optimism was shown. Where good land was bought, there has been little
depreciation except in some districts that have been particularly hard hit. In
Carleton County, New Brunswick, that is the situation that is responsible,
and in Manitoba there is a situation there of the same kind. The trouble has
been over-optimism on poer types of land.
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By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. The trouble in Carleton County was that the farms were bought when
potatoes were high and the production possibilities looked good. Are the
causes of failure in New Brunswick much the same as those you have been
reading?—A. Yes. I am sorry I have not the Maritime Provinces here. I
did not bring them. The general statement is this, and this is what I wanted to
point out, that there is about half of these 4,000 difficult cases or perhaps a
little better which are cases that remedial measures will assist. In cases like
that of the man who had much extra land—there are several cases I noticed,
one where a fellow had been the owner of farms three different times, and had
lost them. There are several cases of that kind where they have had land and
lost. it, but at least half of the cases are meritorious cases. Revaluation would
. undoubtedly do some good, but to give them the property, so long as you did
not let them sell it, would not be any benefit to them at all.

The CuairMAN: Now, Miss MacPhail and gentlemen, at the next sitting
we will proceed with Major Barnett’s evidence again, but before we adjourn
I wish to place before the Committee a proposed resolution by Mr. Robinson,
seconded by Mr. Carroll, which reads as follows:

“That the regulations of the Soldier Settlement Board as given in
circular No. 376, dated February 16th, 1924, be not applied to the cases
of the repatriation of Canadian ex-service men.”

This is the clause referred to:

“After March 31st, 1924, Qualification Certificates will not be issued
to new applicants except,

(a) To returned soldiers now in training;

(b) Those who desire establishment assistance on their own lands;

(¢) Those who prior to February 20th, 1924, (the date at which
these instructions are presumed to have reached the District Office)
have by letter or instruction of Board officials delayed formal applica-
tion and therefore have special definite equitable claims;

(d) Scotch settlers coming to Canada under arrangements made
with Father MacDonell.”

I am not asking the Committee to consider this now, but it will appear in
the proceedings and at the next meeting we will take it up.

Mr. Speakman: I would like to have the opportunity at the next meeting
of going over the statement made by Major Barnett and putting a few ques-
tions and making a few observations on it.

The Cmamman: Certainly, you will be welcome to do that.
Witness retired.

The Committee adjourned.
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House or ComMONS,
CommirTEE Room 435,
WeDpNESDAY, May 28, 1924.

The Special Committee appointed to consider questions relating to
Pensions, Insurance and Re-establishment of Returned Soldiers, met at 10.45
o’clock a.m., the Chairman, Mr. J. J. Denis, presiding.

The Cuamrman: Well, gentlemen, we are not very numerous, but there
are many committees going on this morning, and that is the reason why we were
not able to gather more members. We will now proceed, resuming.the ad-
journed evidence of Major Barnett on the proposed scheme of revaluation
of soldiers’ lands.

MaJor BARNETT recalled:

The Wirness: Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee,—After
the close of the last sitting I was reviewing a number of cases of what we
call “low-grade” settlers. As I pointed out at that time, there are about 4,000
of those low-grade settlers. From this point I want to go on and give some
figures as to the deflation that has occurred as far as we are able to ascertain
it in machinery, lumber, live stock and land. Before doing that, I want to
just say a word about our field staff, because the figures and facts that I give
and the visualization that we have of soldier settlement affairs is based very
largely on the reports of our field men, as well as the statistics of actual
payments and failures. Of the conditions of soldier settlers we must necessarily
determine the facts on the reports of our field staff. We have 150 members,
scattered over Canada who are travelling continually among soldier settlers.
Their average age is 37 years. Practically all of them have had extensive
personal farming experience; there may be an odd one who has not had as
much as others, but in the West 75 per cent of them have homesteaded and
pioneered themselves. 147 of them, all but three, are returned soldiers there
are only three who are not, and of the returned soldiers 90 per cent have seen
actual service in the theatre of war. Upon enlistment 12 of them were officers
and the rest were in the ranks. Upon demobilization 52 were officers and 79
were in the ranks. That means that 40 won their commission in the field.
I am giving that to show the type of man of whom the field staff is composed.
28 of them won decorations for distinguished service, and a very large number
of them were severely wounded. We have among them quite a few fellows
badly crippled. I am just mentioning this in order to show you that this is the
type of man likely to be sympathetic to the soldier settlers, and not likely
to take a point of view that is antagonistic to them. I am speaking of them
as a whole. The very fact that practically all of them were in the ranks,
practically all of them saw service in the ranks in the army, and the general
course in the army is of such a character as to warrant the assumption that
they are fair and sympathetic in their treatment towards the settlers. We
have checked them in every way possible; we have eliminated the men we
felt were weak so far as we could. I do not claim that we eliminated all the
weak ones, but practically all of them as far as we can get it from outside
checks; from reeves of municipalities, from other people going through we
are satisfied that we have a very high calibre of man in our average field men.
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Coming now to the question of deflation in the value of land, live stock,
machinery and lumber, there are one or two facts with respect to the amount
of money that we have expended that I want to give. The high prices were in
1919 and 1920. The collapse came, as far as farm products were concerned,
in the fall of 1920, shortly after harvest in the west. Leaving out those cases
where settlers have repaid their loans, and there are nearly 1,000 of those; leav-
ing out the cases of the men who have abandoned, and there are 4,400 of those,
we have expended for the settlers who are now on the land and who were estab-
lished to March 1921, on land purchased for them, thirty-three million dollars.
For the same class of settlers but only up to the end of the calendar year 1920,
up to the end of December, we had expended for live stock seven million
dollars. That leaves out the men who have repaid their loans and the men
who have been salvaged. 1 want to get it down to the men now on the land.
For these same settlers we have purchased machinery amounting to between
three and a half million and four million dollars. We purchased building
material, practically all lumber, amounting to about three million dollars. In
dealing with deflation, T want to deal with live stock first, because that is the
simplest. There is no likelihood of any disagreement as to what the actual
deflation in live stock is. The deflation in live stock has been estimated in a
great many of our districts, I think a majority of them, around fifty per cent. In
some districts it is very much more than that, while in other districts it is not that
much. Striking a Dominion average, it is probably between 50 per cent and
60 per cent. That is, the prices to-day are between 50 per cent and 60 per cent
lower than they were in 1919. Personally it is no less when you come to take
into consideration the fact that so far as we are concerned, we include in live
stock hogs and poultry, which comprised a very considerable amount of that
seven million dollars. Not a major portion of it, but it runs into a very con-
siderable amount of money which was expended on hogs and poultry, and those
things were turned over. They turned over very quickly, and deflation does
not have the same effect as it does on horses and cattle, which are more perman-
ent live stock. The hogs and poultry were being replaced continually. But on
a 60 per cent deflation, assuming a 60 per cent deflation on the total, it means
the settlers who were established in those years, 1919 and 1920, are carrying
a debt of four million two hundred thousand dollars which does not exist in
present day prices. I mean that four million two hundred thousand dollars is
the same as water; it has disappeared as far as the live stock is concerned.
That is 60 per cent of seven million dollars. On implements the situation is
different. I had every district office make a comparison of the ten principal
implements used in each district; at least, I have them from Toronto west. We
compare the prices paid for machinery, for these ten implements by soldier
settlers in 1919 and 1920, and what they would pay to-day for the same ten
principal implements in use. In Toronto they would have paid in 1919, or
rather implements that cost $714 cost in 1920 $821, and cost this year under
present prices, 1924, $840. In Prince Albert, implements that cost $989 in 1919
would cost in 1920, $1,090, and in 1924, $1,167. In Winnipeg there is a little
variation in the price of the Massey-Harris Company and the price of the
International Harvester Company. The ten main implements used in Manitoba,
taken from the ten implements that we bought most largely, would cost $1,073 in
1919, $1,143 in 1920, and $1,224 in 1924. That is the Massey-Harris prices.
The International Harvester Company is a little lower all along the line for the
same ten implements. They would cost $1,014, $1,094 and $1,175. In Regina
the ten implements used there cost $1,107 in 1919, $1164 in 1920, and would
cost $1,394 in 1924. In Alberta I have not the figures for 1919, but they are
lower, just the same as in the other districts; higher in 1920, and still higher in
1924. Take in Calgary, in 1920 they would cost $1,251; in 1924 they would cost
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$1,340. I have not the figures for 1919. In comparing these prices we took the
actual purchasing orders that we used in our own business and got the price
on them brought right up to date. The price of implements has increased since
our settlers were established by 20 per cent to 30 per cent in 1919, and from
10 per cent to 15 per cent for the settlers established in 1920. That is, the man
established to-day has a disadvantage rather than an advantage as far as im-
plements are concerned as compared with the man established in 1919 and 1920.
The man established in the early years had an advantage running from 20 per
cent to 30 per cent, and from 10 per cent to 15 per cent over the man established
to-day. That, of course, is one of the things that makes it difficult for soldier
settlers, in common with all farmers, as far as implements are concerned, and
1 will show you that the same thing is true with regard to lumber. It is not
the fact that he bought at an inflated price, because he bought less than he
could buy to-day but it is the fact that while the commodities that he has to
sell have gone down, other commodities have, in a great many cases, gone up,
and it is not the case of inflation at all so much as it is that feature of it.

By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. Have you ever had any sound opinion as to why this should have
happened, the price of one commodity going down and the price of another
going up? -A. No, that is a difficult thing.

Q. Especially where the one commodity has to be bought in order to
produce the other commodity, of which the price has gone up?—A. Yes. The
point, that T am making, at least I admit deflation on live stock but as far as
lumber is concerned, and machinery, the tendency has been all the other way, and
taken in the aggregate—because it is in that way you must take it—it is because
of that tendency that the difficulty has arisen. It is not a case of deflation
or inflation so much as it is that situation, that the other things have not dropped.

Q. It is a case of the wrong article being deflated, while the other articles
are inflated?—A. Yes. I have the actual figures here, with regard to lumber,
but I do not want to burden you with the actual lumber bills that we have
filled. This is the way in which we got this comparison; I instructed every
district office to go through their figures and take a substantial lumber bill off
a settler’s file, make a copy of it and go to the same lumber concern that filled
the order in 1919 and say, “Here, what is your price on this specification”, but
not to tell them it was only for the purpose of comparing prices, but instead
to have them give the prices as though they were going to have it filled. This
is the result we got, without going into the actual details. We bought for a
settler in the Calgary district in 1919, a supply of lumber to errect buildings,
that cost $823.33. That same bill of lumber, from the very same firm that we
bought it from in 1919, would cost to-day $978. Another bill in the Calgary
district that cost $1,044. for the settler to whom it was supplied, would cost to-
day $1,023. There is a $light lowering in that particular case of $20. The
other bill is up. The reason for that is this, that there are some classes of
lumber that have gone down in price, but the general tendency, as you will
see from the figures I will give you has been upward rather than downward,
although there are a few cases of lumber that has declined.

Q. Did you get a 10 per cent reduction on lumber that you bought for
soldier settlers?—A. Yes.

Q. And was that taken in this case as well?—A. Yes; it was taken exactly
the same, with the same reductions. Take in the Saskatoon district, a lumber
bill that we paid $599 for in 1919 would cost us to-day $786. A lumber bill
in Saskatoon that cost us $500 even in 1919 would cost us $553. Take in
Regina, a bill that cost us there $695 in 1919 costs us to-day $985. A lumber
bill that cost us $740 there costs us $794. These bills are not the same, it is
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not the same material in each case. You would have to go through to pick out
the type of lumber, for the reason that some lumber has gone up more than
other kinds, while some classes have gone down. In the Edmonton district a
bill of lumber that cost us in 1919 $419 would cost us to-day $450 if we were
to supply it to the same settler. Another bill there that cost us $742 would
cost us $854 now. In the Prince Albert district a lumber bill that cost us
$1,000 in 1919—that is, we actually paid that bill of $1,000—would cost us
to have it filled to-day from the same concern $1,054. Another one that cost
us in Prince Albert $830.74 in 1919, if we had to buy for that settler to-day
would cost us $867 from the same concern. In 1920 the prices are a little lower
than in 1919, on the average. In some cases they run a little below the 1924
prices, but the average is generally higher, although not as much below the
present day price as the 1919 prices are.

By Mr. Wallace:

Q. Have you any comparisons in eastern Canada, in Ontario?—A. T have
for 1920 in Ontario. Of course we did not buy much lumber for settlers in
the eastern provinces. That is one reason why I did not make comparisons in
eastern Canada, because most of the places had buildings on. In the west there
was a very large amount of building to be done. That was where most of our
lumber was supplied, although we did buy a little in Ontario.

By Mr. Caldwell: \

Q. Of course, your lumber prices would be higher in the west?—A. Yes,
they are higher. I have not Toronto here at all; I thought I had, but I do not
see it.

Q. The difference would be greater, too, between 1919 and now in the west
than in the east?—A. Yes, but it amounts to so little in the east that it is
hardly worth considering. It does not make much difference; it is the western
settler who has been affected one way or the other. The point is this, that
on both machinery and lumber the settler who was established in 1919 and 1920
has a district advantage over the settler established to-day, as far as the matter
of deflation or inflation is concerned. That is the point I want to make clear.

By Mr. Knox:

Q. Would you mind referring to the live stock for a moment. In regard to
the cattle, T think you said 50 per cent to 60 per cent lower?—A. On all live
stock, roughly, the whole thing.

Q. Would cattle be different from horses, then?—A. Yes, if you were buy-
ing general cattle; there probably would not be as much deflation in milch cows
as in other cattle. 1 mean that is the thing we had to buy when we bought for
settlers. We endeavoured to buy for them a fresh cow, so they would have
a milking cow right away. You go out to-day to buy a cow that is fresh
and milking, and you will find that the deflation is not as much on that as on
another animal.

Q. Probably that would be the explanation. Unless that explains it, I do
not think your figures would reflect the same depreciation as we find in the
finished article sold off the farm. There is much more than that.—A. That may
be, but we are dealing with it from the point of view of the thing the settler
had to buy, and the biggest part of our cattle purchased for them were milch
cows. That comprises more than two-thirds of the cattle purchases that we
made. That is a special commodity, it is a local demand commodity in a way,
and it is not affected so much. There is no question about that, I think. Any
one who follows prices of milch cows in any district, particularly the fresh cow,
the cow that is milking, will find that the depreciation that has taken place
there is not certainly over 50 per cent, and in a great many districts it is under

[Major Barnett.]



PENSIONS, INSURANCE AND RE-ESTABLISHMENT 99
APPENDIX No. 6

that. I can take you to district after district in Canada where it is under that,
and you must understand that I am speaking now of averages for the whole
Dominion. I am not centering in any one district, but averaging on the defla-
tion over all Canada, and on all live stock, including hogs, cattle, horses and
poultry. The average deflation I am assuming to be 60 per cent on the whole
thing, and I think that is a fairly general assumption when you give the average
for the whole Dominion. Now, land is the next thing, and in the land situation
there is a very great difficulty in arriving at anything definite. Dealing with
lumber you can take a lumber bill and go to the same concern that supplied
you before, and get a price on exactly the same things; there is a market for
it. Live stock is more or less the same, although when you get down to the
question of the type of animal we were just speaking of, that is milch cows,
fresh mileh cows, there are personal likings and personal inclinations that enter
into those prices some times. In the case of land, very often a man will pay
more because a parcel of land has a bluff on it in a particular location, or
because it has a brook on it in a particular location, or some other thing; he
will pay for that, because it attracts him, and he will pay more for that piece
of land than for another place equally as good and equally as productive. In
buying land, the man is not only buying a piece of land to produce, but he is
buying a home. There are two things that are involved in it that make it hard
to follow values. You have to take the home angle of it when you get on to
the question of the cost of land. In our Vancouver district where we have
over 2,000 settlers established, the home end of it in a great many districts is
the biggest thing. It comes closer to a rural housing scheme than it does to a
farm scheme in a great many cases. There are only two or three ways by
which you can get any concrete evidence as to what is the situation with regard
to land. The first evidence that we have that at least is conerete—I do not
argue for a moment that it is conclusive at all; T am not arguing that, because
on the land question you can get no conclusive evidence one way or the other. I
am quite frank in that, that you cannot get conclusive evidence, you cannot
prove mathematically whether there has been an inflation or a decline over the
whole of Canada, but at least it is some evidence, some tangible evidence, in
the sales that we have made. I am not going to give all the figures, but I want
to take for the first thing, because this is the first concrete evidence, the actual
places that we have sold during the past year. I am not going to run through
all the provinces, but I will take the Maritime Provinces first, and then the
prairies. We have sold one place in Prince Edward Island in the last year.
I may say that we have not very many places to sell in Prince Edward Island;
I think we have only four or five altogether, on our hands there. It does not
amount to anything, and I think for the most part they are bad buys that we
have.
By Hon. Mr. Sinclair:

Q. Did I understand you to say that Prince Edward Island does not amount
to anything?—A. I said our salvage there did not amount to anything. The
place that we sold in Prince Edward Island we paid for the land $1,440, and the
settler paid nothing for the place; he did no improvements, and according to
our field man the failure was due to the settler’s inexperience and indifference.
After it had been vacant for two or three years we sold it for $1,440, all cash.
In November a place in Cumberland County that we paid $855 and the settler
$95, a total of $950, for,—the settler never occupied it at all, but worked in the
shipyards, and later moved to the United States. After salvage, the Board
recovered $1,600. During this last year we resold that for $1,600, the land
that cost altogether, the settler and ourselves, $950, and we got $1,240 in cash
on the deal. We are not afraid of that place coming back on our hands then,

because we got more than we had in it.
[Major Barnett.]



100 SPECIAL COMMITTEE
4 14-15 GEORGE V, A. 1924

By Mr. Caldwell: :

Q. Have you many cash sales like that?—A. Quite a few.

Q. It would be a small percentage, though?—A. Yes, the percentage is
small. I would not argue that it is large. There is another one in Cumber-
land County. We paid $2,880, and the settler paid nothing. The supervision
reports show the settler to have been mentally deficient, dishonest and a heavy
drinker. We sold that place for $4,000 and got $2,100 in cash. These are all in
the last year; I am only taking the last year’s sales. Here is another case in
Colchester County ; we advanced $1,350 for the land and the settler paid $150, a
total of $1,500. The settler never worked the place; he was employed elsewhere
as a butcher, and was charged in the courts with bootlegging. We resold that
for $1,350, only getting a small payment down. Another case in Yarmouth
County we advanced $2,700 and the settler $300, the total cost being $3,000.
This settler was energetic and industrious, but had 1ll health and was discouraged
by the poor conditions. We resold that one for $2,800, that is $200 less than
the total price, but $100 more than we had in it.

By Mr. Humphrey:

Q. In the case where you sell a salvaged farm where a settler has made a
payment and you make a profit out of that by the resale, do you refund any-
thing to the settler?—A. Yes, much against our will in many of these cases.
Take this fellow in Cumberland County for whose place we realized $4,000,
and who had very little in it. He never did a thing on it; he was dishonest with
us and everybody else, and yet we have to return to that fellow the difference
between $2,800 and $4,000.

By Mr. Caldwell:
Q. Is that right?>—A. Yes. the surplus is his.

By Mr. Humphrey:
Q. That is an isolated case?—A. There are lots of them, although the
percentage is not large.

By Hon. Mr. Sinclair:
Q. In all cases, if there is a surplus, you return it to the soldier?—A. Yes,
but in a case like that we charge up every cent of expense that we can charge
to it, before we refund anything.

By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. Out of the surplus?—A. Yes, to cut it down to the absolute minimum
that is possible. Every trip that a field man took is charged to it, and every-
thing else we possibly can charge.

Q. Have you any figures as to what he actually did receive?—A. No.

Mr. HumpHREY: You must have been assisted by the legal fraternity in
that case.

By Mr. Wallace:

Q. Assuming you had a farm on your hands for two or three years, and then
sold it, what would be the situation, would you return the difference just the
same?—A. Yes, the law provides that the difference, any surplus realized, is to
be paid to the settler. Of course, in that case we would charge up interest to
him, and he would have to have a large surplus to get anything. There are
cases where we have returned money on sympathetic grounds, where the settler
was honest and hard-working, but simply got discouraged or something like
that, and by Order in Council we have practically knocked the interest charges
off to give him something.
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By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. That is where there was no surplus?—A. Yes, where there is a surplus,
but there would not be if we charged up all the interest and everything like
that. This case in Yarmouth County, the Board advanced for the land $1,080
and the settler $120. We put up $300 for buildings, so the total was $1,500.
There were only four acres of this property, it never was a farm, and we sold
it for $1,500, on terms of $1,000 cash. That property was sold to a doctor.
Here is one in Halifax County, where we advanced $2,700 and the settler $300,
a total of $3,000. We sold this for $2,450, and lost money on that place on
our own deposit. We lost $550 over the original purchase price. Another case
in Cumberland County, the land cost us $2.800 and the settler paid nothing.
We advanced for buildings $1,000, so the farm cost us altogether, including the
settler’s 10 per cent, and the amount we advanced for buildings, $3,800. We sold
it for $4,325, that is $400 or $500 more than the total amount put into it. The
payment on that was 10 per cent, that is $430. Another case in Colchester County,
where the land cost us $2.500, and the settler paid nothing, and we sold it for
$2,600. The original settler was a plumber by trade, and not a farmer at all.
That was sold on a 10 per cent basis. Here is one in New Brunswick, Carleton
County. We bought a farm for $5,000, or rather we put in $4,500 and the settler
paid $500, a total of $5,000. We sold the farm for $4,500. Another one in
Carleton County, we advanced $1,800 and the settler $200, a total of $2,000.
We sold it to a civilian for $1,850. The farm was purchased originally from the
settler’s father, so it was practically a family deal. Another one in King’s
County, we advanced $3,600 and the settler $400, totalling $4,000. We resold
this for $3,800. In this case the settler was discouraged by the low price of pro-
duects, and quit on that account. The new purchaser is putting a lot of improve-
ments on the place; he paid 10 per cent in cash, and has done a lot of improve-
ments on the place, so it is much more valuable now than when it was sold. An--
other one in Queen’s County, where we advanced $1,800 and the settler $200, a
total of $2,000; we resold this for $1,800. In that case the settler’s 10 per cent was
lost. Another in Queen’s County, we advanced $3,000 and the settler paid noth-
ing. We resold that to a civilian for $3,000, a 10 per cent payment. The land
was at one time owned by the new purchaser’s father, and the buyer had pre-
viously lived there for 18 years. Whether there were any sentimental reasons
or not, he paid us the same amount that we paid for it. Here is another one
in New Brunswick, I do not know what part of the province it is in, but we paid
for this $2,250 and the settler $250, the total cost of the land being $2,500. We
sold this for $2,000, $500 in cash. In that case, you see, we lost money.
Another one in York County, where we paid $1,350 and the settler $170, we resold
for $1,675, of which $200 was cash. Another one in Northumberland County,
we advanced $2,160 and the settler nothing; we resold that for $1,800 and lost
%360. Another one in Carleton County, the land cost us $3,100, the settler pay-
ing nothing, and we resold it for $3,600, $1,600 in cash. Another one in Vie-
toria County, where we advanced $4.400, the settler paid $700 and the total
cost, therefore, was $5,100. We resold that for $4,500. In that case, all but
$100 of the settler’s $700 disappeared.

By Myr. Caldwell:

Q. How much did you get out of it?—A. 10 per cent, $450 cash. Here
is another one in Carleton County where we advanced $4,500 and the settler
$500, a total of $5,000. We resold the farm for $4,500.

Q. How much cash?—A. 10 per cent.

By Mr. Speakman:

Q. There is just one point there. I understand that where you resell at
a profit, the surplus is returned to the settler?—A. Yes.
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Q. When it is resold at a loss, the loss is debited against him as a personal
account?—A. Yes.

Q. He carries the loss with him?—A. Yes, he carries it on paper.

Q. But in a case, for instance, where a man might possibly have bought a
farm but not exacted his homestead rights, he takes up a homestead but the
loss goes with him to that homestead, and stands as a lien against it?—A. Yes.
Just digressing for a moment, that is one section of the Capital Act that I think
should be discretionary with the Board, working both ways. We are adopting
this as a policy, but I think it should be a law; I think the Capital Act is unfair
in that respect, that the loss follows the man. Even supposing a man is no
good, he thought he was a farmer, and we checked him up in every possible
way. He was probably born on a farm and had been away from it for a number
of years, but he was brought up on a farm and wanted to go back. He goes
back and proves absolutely unadapted to it; because of the years overseas and
the years before that after he left the farm, he is not adapted to it at all. I do
not think we should have a judgment against that man’s future for ever. I
think that is one loss that the country ought te stand. They should say to
the man, “You are free; I know this is an unfortunate adventure that we
went, into; it is unfortunate from your point of view and it is unfortunate from
ours, but we are not going to follow you the rest of your days with this deficit

. that has arisen out of the thing.” There are cases where the man has been
dishonest, but even then there should be discretionary power with the Board to
follow him and hold it against him. In the same way, there should be dis-
cretionary power as to paying this surplus. The man who has been dishonest,
who has never lived a day on the farm, why should he take out $1,000 or $2,000
from the place? It does not look right or reasonable to me. We have cases
where the man never went near the farm at all, and we have sold it at as
much as $2,000 more than was in it, and he never had a dollar in it at all, but
he receives a refund of $1,000, and I do not think it is fair to the other men who
are staying on.

By Mvr. Caldwell:

Q. I did not know that was done; I simply thought the refund was paid in
to you—A. No. As I have said, in these cases we try to charge up everything
that we can, manufacture charges against the undeserving cases.

Q. You do not mean manufacturing charges, but charging up everything
possible?—A. It is manufacturing to that extent, but I did not mean manu-
facturing exactly. I mean accumulating all the charges possible in cases like
that.

By Mr. Speakman:

Q. That is a point that is worth remembering, because it is becoming rather
important?—A. I certainly think that is one thing that the Act is altogether
too drastic in. KEven in the case of the poor man who does not make much of
a fist of it, he does not prove adapted to it—

By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. Have you ever collected any of these deficits?—A. We have collected
a little, we are not collecting very much now. Some of the offices, a couple
of years ago, read the section in the Act and felt that it was their duty to try
to collect it, and they did. They are not very numerous, and we then laid
it down as a policy that we would attempt to get no judgments or follow any-
ckl)ody except the case of a man who had been guilty of some serious wrong-
oing.

Q. What about the man who sells off his crop and his stock and puts
the money in his pocket, and goes to the United States and gets away with a
good bit of money?—A. That man should be followed.
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Q. Can you follow him? Can you extradite him?—A. It is a criminal
offence, but you would not make much headway in trying to extradite him.
It is not worth the effort to try and do it. We have punished men where we
could get them. There have been probably 30 or 40 cases altogether where
we have had men arrested and convicted of disposing of mortgaged crops.

By Mr. Speakman:

Q. My point was not so much that this Capital Act was enforced, because
I do not believe it is. It was not so much that any large amount of money
is collected under this provision, because I do not believe it has been, but
my point was that quite a number of these men—I am speaking now of cases
which I have looked into myself—for fear of this provision because they knew
it was hanging over their heads, hesitated over either farming if they had the
opportunity, or taking any other employment in that neighbourhood, knowing
that if they did make good this hung over their head?—A. It undoubtedly
has had that effect. ;

Q. It is a moral discouragement?

By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. I should think it would also have a tendency to make them migrate
to the United States?—A. There is no doubt about that. They will come to
us and want to know what is going to be done, and we cannot say, “Here,
we are not going to try and collect this from you”; the Capital Act says
this is a charge against them. We are administrators of that Capital Act and
we cannot tell any man, “Well, we are not going to bother you any more”.

Mr. Warrace: There should be a provision for some discretion in these

cases.
By Mr. MacLaren:

Q. Could Major Barnett tell us the number of farms that they hold now,
that they have had to take over, in New Brunswick? I think you had com-
pleted the New Brunswick list.—A. I think it is in the statement that you have.
We have 97 farms on our hands as of March 31st.

Q. 97, that you wish to dispose of?—A. Yes, in New Brunswick.

By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. And how many of the salvaged farms have you resold in New
Brunswick 7—A. 57.

Q. And what has been the result of these 57 sales, the net result?—A. On
these 57 cases the amount we paid for the land was $113,638. S

Q. Does that include the soldiers’ deposit?—A. The amount of initial
deposits in addition to that is $1,839. The amount disbursed for permanent
improvements $1,033. The total amount disbursed for lands is $116,565.

Q. That includes the soldiers’ initial payment?—A. Yes, and what we
paid for improvements, fencing or aything like that. We have received on
paper—of course you understand that many of them are nothing more or less
than on paper. We are selling on time and we get a cash deposit, and the
rest of it is an Agreement for sale. We have received on paper $129,255, as
compared with $116,565.

By Mr. MacLaren:

Q. What method is adopted in selling these farms?—A. They are posted
for sale first.
Q. Where?—A. In the district where the farm exists, and anywhere else—

By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. Advertised in the local papers, are they not?—A. Yes, to some extent,
although we are cutting that out because we were not getting any results
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from that. We post them wherever the district office thinks it best; on the
farm, in the nearest post office, and in the nearest store, but they can post
them anywhere else they think they might be of interest to somebody and then
after that is done tenders are called for on the farm, and we generally get
a lot of tenders we do not accept. We very seldom sell a place on a call for
tenders, because everybody thinks they are going to buy it for half the
value. Then following that the Field Supervisor is given a list of people to
look up, prospective purchasers, anywhere he may get them.

Q. Have you sold any on tender?—A. Yes, the odd one.

Q. Have you sold enough to make you think it worth while continuing
that?—A. We have to, in order to insure legal formalities of the thing. If
you go out and negotiate a sale by private tender for say $3,000, a man may
come to you and say: “I would have paid $3,500 for this property, and you
have sold it for $3,000,” whether he would have or not, and to protect our-
selves we put them up by tender. Very rarely do we sell on that, and then
we negotiate a private sale, because so long as that sale is higher than any
of the tenders we are perfectly safe.

By Hon. Mr. Sinclair:
Q. When you negotiate a private sale, do you let the man take the place
of the soldier in the final settlement?—A. He is on the same terms as the
soldier settler.

By Mr. Robinson:
Q. Has any arrangement of that kind run for any considerable time?
Are these men meeting their payments better than the soldiers?—A. Yes, fairly
well. We have had 21 among these new buyers of land who have thrown up

their hands. That is three per cent.
Q. In New Brunswick?—A. No, that is all over Canada.

By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. Do you find your sales are made in this way; that is, that these salvaged
farms are sold to some farmer who owns the farm alongside, and buys this land
in addition to his own, and therefore is not in debt. Possibly 90 per cent of his
holdings he has in the clear?—A. Yes, that is quite true; that does happen.
As a matter of fact, looking at it purely from the business point of view, we
much prefer to sell to the man who is alongside. That is the first man we
go after when we go out to negotiate a private sale. The thing is for the Field
Supervisor to canvass the neighbourhood, sizing it up as he passes through the
district, who might be a likely purchaser, and he is the man we go to first, he is
the man we look to.

Q. The fact is, in these sales, there is a much better chance of re-payment
than to a man who has no other holding?—A. Yes, quite so.

Q. In considering the depreciation of land, I was somewhat interested in
reading this report, which by the way, is a negative report on the subject. It
states in one place that they had no evidence that there has been a depreciation
of the land values. In the same paragraph he says there has been a very
material depreciation in farm produce. Now, what sets the value of land? Is
it the power of the land to produce?—A. Not entirely.

By Hon. Mr. Sinclair:
Q. That is fairly representative of conditions. The price of land has not
gone down.
By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. If you are selling these farms for cash and getting greater value for
them than you bought them for, it does establish the value of that land in a
[Major Barnett.]
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way, but where you are selling them on time and you are only getting the
promise to pay, it is an indication to me that you are selling to a man who knows
less of the value of land than the man who bought it originally. We will all
admit that the chances of paying for it to-day are much less than they were in
1919, because if you cannot pay for it out of the production of the farm, what
is your chance of re-paying it? There is no question about it, the price of farm
produce has depreciated 50 per cent at least, and more than that in the Maritime
Provinces outside the fruit belt.—A. That is the thing I pointed out at the start,
when a man buys a farm he buys more than that, he is buying something to
produce, but he is also buying what the man in the city buys when he buys
a home. The man in the country is also buying a home.

Q. T was on the Board in New Brunswick and we turned down a number
of farms that were good value for the money, considering the buildings on them,
but we did not consider them to have had the producing value. That is, we
could buy an up-to-date home with bathroom and so on, but while it was worth
the money asked for it, we did not think the man could pay for it, and it was
later sold for cash to a man who had money to invest in a home.—A. Of course,
I quite agree with you that from a settler’s point of view, if you are going to
establish a man, that is the point of view we should have, what the land will
produce, but why put that up as the whole thing? Is not the value of land what
the land is bringing?

Q. You have to consider the possibilities of the man paying for it?—A.
Yes.

Q. If he cannot pay for it, he will lose what he put in?—A. Yes.

Q. We pointed out that if a man could not pay for it, he would lose what
was in it. He would have no possible chance of paying for a great big set of
buildings with a very small farm?—A. But on this question as to whether these
sales offer any evidence as to the deflation of land from a colonization point of
view, the productive value of the land, what the land will produce, should
govern the price paid for it, but when you get down to what is the value of land,
you have to take it just the same as any other commodity. The value of land
is what land will bring in the market. You can never convince me that land
in British Columbia is worth $400 or $500 an acre; you cannot convince me that
the productive value of the land is there, although the British Columbian will
argue that it is so. But if you want to settle in those parts, you have to pay
that price, because that is the value of land there.

Q. T am afraid I did not make my point clear. From one point of view you
are right; the man who has the money to pay for a home as well as the farm
is all right. But when you look at it from the point of view of the possibility
of the man repaying this loan, we must consider it from the point of view of the
productiveness of the farm?—A. Of course, I am quite prepared to admit that
from that point of view, there is something in the argument, but at the same
time I am saying that whether there has been a deflation in land values or not,
you have to take into consideration in establishing your land value, the actual
cales. If land in the Fraser Valley in British Columbia will bring from $200
to $500 and $600 an acre, even although you cannot see where a man can pay
interest on that amount of money from the land, still if you want to settle
there that is what you have to pay. That is the value of land in that section of
the country.

By Mr. Speakman.:
Q. 1 believe, Mr. Chairman, that these are two different angles, and I
think that the angle from which Major Barnett is approaching it is a perfectly
fair one, but I think the Major is establishing now the market price of the land

as established by sales made. We must later approach it from the point of
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view of men on the land, and the merits of this settlement scheme.—A. What
I am trying to say is this: has there been any deflation in land values? If I were
dealing with the question of whether the settlers can pay for the land, or not,
1 would deal with it in an entirely different way, but what I am trying to show
now—and I do not claim that this is conclusive evidence; I have simply gathered
up such evidence as I could find, and the first thing is our own sales on what the
price of land is. I want to run over just a few more of these—

By Mr. Knox:

Q. You do not exercise any supervision over these men who purchase salv-
aged land?—A. Supervision enough to get our money back.

Q. That is the only kind?—A. That is the only kind.

Q. In some cases, I suppose, returned soldiers buy these lands?—A. Yes,
but very seldom. I will tell you why. Most of the returned soldiers that bought
salvaged lands were settled on them two or three years ago. We have been
gradually drawing away from selling to another returned soldier. There is a
sentimental something attached to a place where one man has failed, that is
against placing another returned soldier on that same place unless the place is
an outstanding one. Wherever we sold to a returned soldier, in most cases we
have taken losses. We are so afraid of over-selling to the new man that we
cut our values very much on salvaged properties. You take a number of cases
where we have sold good properties, and I think if we had held on to them we
could have got quite a bit more from a civilian than we did from the soldier. At
the time, however, we had no tenders in for the land, and a soldier settler came
and made an offer that was in accord with our valuation. You see, we are
very careful with a returned soldier buying a salvaged place. Every day I am
turning down offers on salvaged farms from returned soldiers because they are
too high. They want to get the place, and they put in a tender higher than
other people, and higher than our valuation, and we will not let them buy
our own farms at a higher price than we figure them worth.

By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. What do you do in that case?—A. We try in that case to get as high a
price as we can from a civilian. We have a duty to perform in getting the
best price we can for salvaged land, but we have also a duty not to put a
soldier on a piece of land that is too high priced, and we consider that is the
more important. That does not necessarily mean that our value is less than
we paid for it. We may have paid $3,000 for a property and revalue it at
$3,000 the same as we paid for it, but a returned soldier comes along and wants
to pay maybe $3,500 or $4,000. .

Q. Is it because he does not know what the value of the land ought to
be?—A. We felt that a soldier was very anxious to buy the land at the price
asked by the owner, and we were able to buy it for $100 to $1,000 less after our
inspector had gone out and driven with the vendor?—A. Yes, that is quite
true.

By Mr. Speakman:

Q. I came across an interesting case; I am not going to give the names,
showing some light on the manner in which some sales are conducted. There
was a property occupied by a soldier settler which was salvaged because the
settler was not carrying on the duties as he should have been. In any case
tenders were asked for as you suggested. Noue of the tenders were apparently
satisfactory ; that is, they were all below the price which the Board was disposed
to accept. The district officer who had that case in charge, wrote to one or two
of the men informing them of the highest tender, and suggesting that an in-
crease of a given amount, stated in the letter, would probably secure the place.
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I read the correspondence in each case. The one letter was sent to a farmer
in the neighbourhood, and he suggested that an increase of $300 over the
highest tender would give him the place. The farmer wrote and made the offer
of the increase of $300. The district officer then wrote to one of the returned
men who had also tendered, and informed him they had received an offer now,
giving the latest offer, and suggesting that a raise of $200 would secure the
place. Against my advice, hecause I knew the price was too high, he wrote
accepting the latest suggestion and purchased the place at the increased price.
That is a case where failure is absolutely certain, and I wondered how often
the private sales were made in that way?—A. No; wherever we get track of
anything like that—

By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. I should think it would be very unorthodox?—A. We never try to play
off a returned soldier either against another returned soldier or anybody else,
but quite frankly, we do the same as anybody else in trying to play off one
civilian purchaser against another. If we get two men bidding for a piece of
property, we try to get them as high as we can. We have a duty to perform in
selling that land, and we try to get the best price we can for it.

By Mr. Speakman:

Q. This case came under my own personal observation.—A. I have run
into, I think, three cases of that, where the same thing happened. They have
not been numerous, as far as they have come to my attention. There are
three that I know of where action had to be taken against the district office
for the method followed. It is not customary, as far as we are concerned at
any rate, and we have had one man intermittently checking these sales as far as
possible, and we also check the auction sales on salvaged equipment in various
districts. We have asked reeves of municipalities and people like that to assist us
in checking up, getting an independent report, because that is the only way.

By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. Major Barnett has given us a pretty good idea of the resales of sal-
vaged land. Does that include stock and equipment?—A. No, that is just land
and permanent improvements.

Q. What has been your experience in regard to salvaged stock?—A. I did
not prepare any figures on that, because if you take a bunch of half-starved
stock that has not been fed, or a bunch of old machinery, each case has to be
dealt with practically individually, and I did not feel that there was any point
in dispute. I {elt that on the matter of deflation of stock equipment—

Q. But as a general statement?—A. On stock and equipment we lose on
our resales from 60 per cent to 70 per cent.

Q. Would you say that applied to machinery?—A. Oh, yes. Of course,
you have to remember that most of this stuff that has come back, half of the
normal life is gone as far as the implements are concerned. Say they were
bought in 1919 and we sell them this year, then we are selling a bunch of second-
hand stuff. You have that in addition to your deflation on live stock. I think,
quite frankly, that the loss would be greater than that only for the increase in
some cases in the prices of agricultural machinery. We think we do pretty
well if we get 40 per cent of the value of the live stock and equipment.

Q. That is about the average?—A. That is what we call a good sale, if
we can get 40 per cent of what we put in.

Q. In fact, I knew of a horse sold at one of these sales where the officer
had to buy a $2 halter to put on the horse before the sale, and then it was sold
for $3.50, halter and all—A. Yes, that is quite likely.
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Q. The horse would probably have cost the Board $100 three or four years
ago? That, of course, is an abnormal case?—A. Of course, there is a very
large number of these salvage cases where we get the stuff back in very bad
shape; it has been neglected, it has been scattered all over the neighbourhood,
it has not been fed in a great many cases; it may have been replaced with some-
thing that is not as good as the actual animal we bought originally, and in
all case we have the fact that we are selling second-hand implements, half
worn out, and if they have not been housed well and looked after well, their
value is next to nothing.

Q. Implements that have been well housed would bring in a price that
would merely offset the wear and tear on them?—A. In the west,—.

Q. They do not house their implements there, I understand?—A. Not in
many sections; lumber costs so much that it is almost more expensive to house
them than to replace the implements.

Q. We think of housing our implements in New Brunswick as we do of
buying them in the first place.—A. Yes, but you take in the hands of a care-
less man, the ordinary life of an implement is figured at ten years. A lot of
them going into salvage now have been on the land four or five years, so half
the life of your implement is gone even with reasonably good care. That un-
doubtedly is a big factor in reducing the amount we are getting at sales, and
then the horses that we paid $100 for, in some cases $150, are not worth very
much, probably, in the market to-day. You see, there is this distinction. Take
a good team that we bought when we settled a soldier; if we bought him an ex-
pensive team, that is, a heavy, well matched team, there has been less deflation.
That team will command a price. This medium or low grade stuff you could
hardly sell at all to-day. :

Q. In New Brunswick a good team, a heavy work team, will always bring
a good price. The scrubs are not saleable at any price—A. That was one
thengiee

Q. Because our lumber men pick up the heavy teams for the woods in
the fall of the year—A. In 1919 a lot of scrub stuff brought a price; in fact,
that was the only stuff a lot of people could buy. When deflation came, it
knocked the value out of these things altogether. Our men in western Canada
pretty well agree that one reason why the land we have bought has not been
subject to deflation as much as other land is because there it is the medium, in
between the high priced and low priced land. You take the deflation that has
occurred, a real deflation, it reached an extreme where you had this $75 and $100
an acre land. Take in the Prince Albert district, we have the concensus of opinion
from a dozen different men who know something of the value of land, independent
of the Board altogether, and they all agree that the medium priced farm, is
the one that has scarcely been deflated at all, but the high priced stuff, say in a
district like Milfort, east of Prince Albert, the prices there have tumbled. In
the same way, the poor stuff, where we bought a farm which we should not
have bought at all, that farm in these days is unsaleable. That is the
situation. The point I am trying to make is that the land, the great body
of our land has suffered less from deflation than any other. A good deal of
the credit is due to the men who were sitting and passing on the loans and
judging this stuff in the early days. It is not due to the administration so
much, but to the care which was exercised. In the districts where care was
not exercised, where we got the poor stuff, or got inveigled into paying these
high prices, there has been depreciation there. There is no question about it.

There are just one or two more here in New Brunswick which I will read.
Here is one in Queen’s County where we advanced $1,950, resold it for a
cash payment of $1,950 and the settler paid nothing. There is another one
in Queen’s County where we paid $2,070 and the settler $130, and which we
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resold at the same price, with a 10 per cent deposit. Here is one in Victoria
County where we paid $1,800 and the settler paid nothing, and the farm was
resold for $1,900, 10 per cent cash. Here is another in Queen’s County,
where we advanced $1,350, the settler $150, a total of $1,500; this was resold
for $1,600, 10 per cent cash.

By Mr. Wallace:

Q. In case you sell the farm and realize a profit of $500 on it, do you
turn that cash over immediately?—A. Yes, where we make a cash sale it
is turned over to the settler immediately.

Q. Supposing you sell a farm for what it originally cost plus $500. Would
the Board assume all the risk of getting the money?—A. No, not unless we got
paid in cash. As soon as we have a substantial amount we will pay back
the surplus. There are cases where we have paid it before that. Take the case
of a disabled soldier who is sick, there are sympathetic grounds, so where we
have perhaps sold the farm for $5,000, and we have $500 in cash in our hands,
and there is a profit coming to him of $300, we give it to him. He is sick and
in the hospital, and if we get a report from the field man that the new owner
is a good man and an experienced farmer, and everything looks safe, we pay out
the money on sympathetic grounds.

Q. It would be a matter of using your discretion?—A. Yes, using your dis-
cretion on that. Now, I want to turn to one or two of the western offices on
this land value question.

By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. Before you leave the Maritime Provinces, I suppose those you have
given us are possibly the best out of the sales you have made?—A. No, these
are every sale there. I listed every sale we have made in the last twelve months,
and these are the ones I have given you. That is everything we have sold in
the last twelve months. On some of these we took losses, but these are taken
without any exception at all. There is nothing left out. These are the places
we sold last year. ;

Q. But you have a large number on your hands which will possibly be
hard to sell?—A. Yes. It is not always the poor places that we have left.
Senator Griesbach spoke about conditions in his district, and the next day I
mentioned that two offers were waiting for me from substantial farmers, one
wanting to establish his son in the district there, and the price he offered was a
very much better one than we paid. This morning before I came over there
were two more waiting for me. There was a case where we paid $3,200
including the settler’s ten per cent, and we were offered $3,850; the man buying
it is a civilian whose brother is in the neighbourhood. I frankly admit in
that case that he would probably pay more for that farm in order to be within
a mile or two of his brother, than he would for another place. That does enter
into it, but that farm has been abandoned for four years.

By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. And it is often the case that a man will set his son up close to him,
where the one set of machinery will operate both farms, and there will be a
lower overhead in that way?—A. Yes.

By Mr. Wallace:

Q. It is my impression that there is a number of farms, say in Elgin
County here, and possibly a few in Norfolk County, where poor land was
bought, that is on the Board’s hands, and I think some of it is not saleable any
place. What is the policy of the Board in regard to farms like that?—A. The

6—9 [Major Barnett.]



110 . SPECIAL COMMITTEE
14-15 GEORGE V, A. 1924

only thing is to hold them and to hope that perhaps some day conditions will
come back and that poor land will have a value. It is quite true that the man
in these times who has a poor farm has a poor chance to succeed, because the
man on the good farm is having all the difficulty he wants to struggle on.
Quite frankly, on those Elgin County farms we have all kinds of bad stuff
there.

Q. Land that should never have been bought?—A. You can point in
almost every district to some place that is our graveyard, where we fell into
something. Most provinces have them. In some provinces it is quite large,
and in others it is a small area. In Ontario our settlement is good for the most
part and is standing up, we consider, wonderfully well, but down in that par-
ticular portion, that is our graveyard.

By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. Just one other question in regard to these farms on your hands, especially
in the Maritime Provinces, have you been able to rent these farms at a
sufficient rental to pay the interest?—A. Here and there.

Q. The majority of them, or not?—A. I have not the figures; I could get
for you, the statistics on the renting of farms in the Maritime Provinces. We
have been getting very substantial rents in western Canada from a lot of our
places. That is particularly true of Saskatchewan. In Saskatchewan, we have
been making on our salvaged properties at least pretty close to 4 per cent on
the investment on the land, and that is pretty good. We have not been able
to do quite so good in Alberta nor in Manitoba; I think Alberta is the poorest
from the rental proposition, of the three prairie provinces.

Q. I know in my own county a good many farms have been rented and they
are getting a very good rental for these farms.—A. I have not checked that, but I
could get the figures if you wish. I have not checked recently the Maritime
Provinces. I did look them over when I was down there about two years ago;
I visited every farm we had, almost; the only farms I did not visit were the
ones on the north. shore of the river, and over there we have not any salvage.
That is a strange thing, that in the province of New Brunswick the hardest,
poorest country is where we have no salvage, and where our men are succeeding
best. It is the only part of New Brunswick where our collections are above our
Dominion average on collections.

Q. Of course, the cause of most of the salvages in Carleton and Vietoria
Counties was the fall in the price of potatoes?—A. Yes.

Q. You did not make many poor buys from the point of view of land value
there?—A. No.

Q. But due to the fact that it is a costly crop to raise, and that we have
not got more than 50 per cent of the actual cost of the crop for some three or
four years, farmers have gone to the wall who did not owe anything a few years
ago?—A. The buys there were not perhaps bad buys, but I think they were
inadvisable buys.

Q. There has been greater deflation in the value of that crop than in any
other?—A. Yes, perhaps that is right.

Q. Then there is another point, the fact that it takes so much capital to
grow a crop of potatoes, and if a man has not the capital he simply cannot
carry on?—A. Yes, perhaps so. Now, we will take the Regina district, and
here are some of the sales there. A farm that we paid $3,420 for, and the
settler paid $380, we sold for $3,800; that is the cost of the land. There was a
10 per cent deposit in that case, because you know we have very few cash sales
in the prairie provinces. Here is one where we paid $4,176 and the settler paid
$464, a total of $4,600. We paid out $1,000 for permanent, improvements. We
sold that at enough to let us out for $5,200, with a 10 per cent, deposit.
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By Mr. Knozx:

Q. There is just a thought comes to me in regard to that. At the time
the soldiers went on the land, there were many men who were not eligible, but
who would have been very glad to have taken some proposition. These men
probably still have their eyes on some of these parcels of land. They are ready
to jump on to any of these farms. Is there anything to make you think that
these men will not also be failures?—A. Yes, because the majority of our sales
are of the kind that Mr. Caldwell spoke of. I think fully 75 per cent of them
are made to established farmers in the district who have full lines of equip-
ment, are in good circumstances and are establishing their boys or acquiring
extra land.

By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. And who will use the same equipment on the new land, which is going to
make a very small overhead?—A. Yes.

By Mr. Knox:

Q. Would that not mean that the land had depreciated very considerably,
and that these men had simply wanted that land and were willing to pay for
it—A. The value of the land must be what you can sell it for, the same as
any other commodity. It may be that there are local reasons, and I do not
argue that this is conclusive evidence, but you should have some evidence other
than general statements, contrariwise. That is the only thing that you can
judge, and I am giving you what evidence we have. I am going to proceed
from that and show you civilian sales. In western Canada we examined every
case of a sale that had taken place adjoining or near land that we had bought.
That is not the sale made by us, but a sale by a civilian to another civilian in
recent years. If you would rather, I will drop giving more of these soldier
cases, and go to the civilian sales, the civilian sales that have been made in
last year. We have examined these cases of purchases. Here is a quarter sec-
tion. We bought the northwest quarter, and the southwest quarter which is
identically the same, smooth open land, of the same type, with nothing separating
the two at all. We bought the northwest quarter in 1919 for a certain price.
The southwest quarter has been sold in the last twelve months by the man
who owned it to another farmer. Surely that must establish something as to the
price of land in that district, even though it is not conclusive. I am not arguing
that it is conclusive; it is only an indication. I do not pretend to argue that any
of this evidence is conclusive, because my contention is that you cannot get
conclusive evidence on it. This is material which I have, and if the Committee
would prefer I will swing on to these sales, rather than our own.

Mr. Knox: I think that would be very satisfactory and would give us the
comparisons as close as possible.

The Wrirness: I am taking now the Rosetown district in Saskatchewan,
west of Saskatoon. We bought the west half of 11-27-16 in 1920, at $4,730; it
was raw land. The northeast quarter of 24 in this township, exactly identical
land, was sold this year for $2,800 cash. That is, we paid for the half section
$4,700, practically $2,400 for the quarter and the southeast quarter was sold
this year for $2,800.

By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. That is a civilian sale?—A. Yes; that has nothing to do with us at
all. We found that the sale had been made.

Q. Just adjoining your land?—A. No, not just adjoining, but it is in the
same township, with the same price of land. Out there there is great unifor-
mity in land. The northwest quarter of 9-29-15, improved land, was purchased
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for a soldier settler in 1919 for $3,500. The west half of 22 in this township
was sold in 1923 for $5,000, on terms. That is raw land. The northwest half
of 24-18-15, west of the third meridian, improved land, was purchased in 1919
for $4,480. The west half of 1 in the same township, a similar type of improved
land, with no buildings, was sold in 1923 for $35 an acre, practically the same
price. I have mixed up in this list a number of listings too, the two are together,
and I do not want to give the listings, because they are not sales. At the
same time, they are some evidence of value; very slight, it is true, but if you
are going to go in there you have to have some regard to that. Here is a case
in the Lannigan sub-district. The northwest quarter of 8-35-22 was purchased
for a soldier settler at $2,880 in 1920. The southwest quarter of this section
last year sold at $2,960. The northwest quarter of 8-35-20 was purchased
for a soldier settler at $3,330 in April 1920. This quarter section is approxi-
mately 60 per cent under cultivation, carrying good serviceable buildings. The
southeast of 7 in the same township, similar land, was purchased in the spring
of 1923 at $17 per acre. The northwest quarter of 7-26-13 was purchased for
a soldier at $3,200 in December, 1919. The west half of 21 in the same township,
similar land, was sold in 1922 at $25 per acre. In the Watson sub-division in
1919 the Board purchased the northeast and southwest quarters of 31-36-16
for two settlers, paying $2,560 for each quarter section. Recent sales made
in township 37-17, where the land is similar in character to the land we bought
for the two soldier settlers, the northeast half of 17 has been sold at $5,400
and the southeast half of 28 at $3,500, and the southeast half of 16 at $3,360.
Those are all recent sales on time.

By Mr. Caldwell:
Q. When you speak of raw land you mean land where there has been no
breaking up?—A. Yes, just open prairie land. :

By Mr. Wallace:
Q. No fencing?—A. No fencing.

By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. In giving these comparisons, have you taken into consideration the
fact that they are the same distance from the railroad?—A. Yes, that is a
big factor, and it is taken into consideration. There are cases where that makes
a big difference, but these cases are very similarly situated; there may be a
little advantage one way or the other, but not very much. I have not that; I
have not taken it down in all these cases, at least they have not given it to me,
and I have not checked the map. In some of them, take in the . . ..

Q. Is it possible that that would be a bigger factor in the east than in the
west, in view of the fact that it is a great haul to take eight or nine tons of
potatoes any distance to the railroad?—A. Some men are raising grain
successfully twenty miles from the railroad, and there is not much difference in
the value of a piece of land as between fifteen and twenty miles from the rail-
road. When you get down to where one is three or four miles away, and where
one is eight or ten miles, there is a big difference.

Q. A man with potatoes would never get on at all, twenty miles from
the railroad?—A. In the past, wheat has been raised that far from the rail-
road. Here are some further comparisons. In January 1924, the north half
of the south-west quarter of 1-18-17 was sold for $13,000, slightly over $27
per acre. In October 1919 the Board purchased for G. A. Greenles and W. G.
Greenles, two brothers, a quarter section approximately adjoining this, at
$23 per acre. On this land there were 230 acres cultivated. There are very
many illustrations of this which I will read if you so desire.
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By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. Are these all the same distance from the railroad?—A. I have not
checked that. I will get that checked later. The north-east section of 5-21-26
sold for $3,200, a cash payment; in December 1919 the Board purchased for a
settler the north-west quarter for $2,600. On this quarter 150 acres were under
cultivation, and there was a small shack and barn valued at $200. Here is
one in Alberta. The south-east quarter of 16-24-29, west of the fourth meridian,
unimproved land, was sold for $25 per acre, payable in five years. That is a
civilian sale. We made a purchase of the south-east quarter of 34-28, about 3
miles away, in 1919, for $4,400. That is just a little higher, but in the one
case it was raw land, and the one we bought had 95 acres under cultivation, 55
acres of arable land, plus fencing worth $500, which would make the price very
nearly equal. _

Q. You do not know the distance from the railroad?—A. No.

Q. You see the point? These comparisons might not be very valuable with-
out having all the facts.—A. That is true, but they are taken on relatively the
same land.

Q. If you had even a few of them with all the facts.—A. It is easy enough
to give you that.

Q. It would be more valuable—A. Those have all been taken at virtually
similar distances; that is, where the distance from market enters into it seriously.
As between say 15 and 18 miles from market, unless there is something wrong
with the land, the difference in value does not amount to anything.

Q. That is often a big factor, the position of the land?—A. Yes.

Q. Because you could only haul a load that you could haul up the highest
hill?—A. That is often a factor. That is, if there is a high hill which you have
to pull over, the one situated on the far side of that would be at a disadvantage.

Q. We have a situation in New Brunswick in the county where I live, some-
thing of that character. There is a railroad upon the east side of the river.
The farms on the west side are no greater distance from the railroad than those
on the east side. There is at least two months of the year when the ice is on
the river, and then the farmer on the west side cannot get his stuff to the rail-
road at all, even though he can throw a stone across the river. That is a big
difference; the far farm is worth very little, while on the opposite side of the
river the farms are valuable—A. These things have all been taken into con-
sideration, and no comparisons have been made except where marketing con-
ditions are identical, where there are no drawbacks of that sort. I do not mean
that there may not be a difference of a mile or two in favour of one place or
the other, but it does not enter into it materially, because very few farms have
identically the same conditions. These are the only places that are asked
for. If there were differences, like a coulee cutting them off, there is no com-
parison at all; you cannot make a comparison as between those two places,
but these are only cases— and of course, after all, I have not here among the
cases probably over one hundred all told, in all the provinces. In all the
western provinces I probably have not 100 cases of recent sales that we can
compare with our own, so it is limited in its value for that reason, that there
are only a limited number of cases. We could not make comparisons; we had
to get close enough to something we had bought and we had to get the same
conditions in order to compare them, and so it reduced the number of cases we
could compare.

Q. Your comparison would be made with this point in view, of getting them
under comparable conditions in nearly all particulars?—A. Yes. The con-
clusions that have been arrived at by our field men as a result of making
every comparison that they can, and taking into consideration even to a certain
extent listings, where they are of any value; taking into consideration the
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recent sales that have been made, this is the conclusion that our men have
come to, that deflation has been greatest as far as land is concerned on lands
that are high priced; that is, the high priced land has deflated most. That is,
you take any districts where land was bringing $75 to $100 an acre at the time
of the high prices of grain, in other words, where the land had reacted to the
high price of grain, and went up in accordance with that, it has come down
accordingly.

By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. And potatoes?—A. And potatoes, it has come down accordingly. There
were districts where very little land changed hands, even during the high
priced period. In the districts where poor land was bought because it had a
value in those times, that value has dropped out and they are in the class of
unsaleable stuff. On the west side of Lake Manitoba we have a bunch of
farms that I do not think you could give away. I am quite satisfied that if
you took anybody who had any sense about him and said, “Here, you can have
this for nothing,” if he paid the taxes on it, I doubt that anybody would take
them. We have 40 or 50 farms in there. It is the district I investigated that
I referred to before. In that case, of course, it had some value in those days
that it has not now, but we paid twice as much as it was worth even then.

By Mr. Wallace:
Q. That is a graveyard, too?—A. Yes, and it is a bad one. We bought
$100,000 worth of property there, and even then I do not think it was worth over
$50,000.

By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. What brought about that condition?—A. The land was poor.

Q. Far from transportation?—A. No, the railroad is near, and there is a
good natural graded road running over 125 or 130 miles straight up the west
side of Lake Manitoba. It is a natural road, the finest speedway you ever
saw, just natural gravel. The land slopes off that on both sides, and you are
into a gravelly stoney land in which you drop down into the muskeg. Every
man’s farm is divided between a muskeg on one side and the gravel on the
other. The road is the only good thing about the district. It is absolutely a
bad district. We got salted in that case absolutely. We bought land that had
been bought a few days before for $1,600 and $1,700, and it was turned over
to us for $3,000 and $4,000.

Q. Had there been farming down there before?—A. Not very much.

The Cuamrmax: Gentlemen, it is one o’clock, so I suppose the Committee
will rise now. Is it the intention of the Committee that we should have a
meeting on Friday? I am informed that quite a few members will be leaving
to-night to return next Monday only. I will be here Friday, and I would be
delighted to have a meeting of the Committee if it is so desired.

Mr. Knvox: Do you think many of the members who are attending the
Committee meetings would be leaving to-night?

The CmamMAN: Of course I have not asked particular members of the
Committee. We might set the meeting for Friday and if we do not get a
quorum we could not proceed.

The WiTNESss retired.

The Committee adjourned.
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- CommirTeE Room 436,
House or Commons, Friday, May 30, 1924.

The Special Committee appointed to consider questions relating to Pensions,
Insurance and Re-establishment of Returned Soldiers, met at 11 o’clock a.m.,
the Chairman, Mr. J. J. Denis, presiding.

The CaATRMAN: Gentlemen, we will now proceed. Notice has been given
that Major Barnett would sum up his evidence this morning. Therefore we will
now proceed with Major Barnett’s evidence and after that if we get through
before the adjournment we will hear Colonel Thompson, first of all on this
amendment to the Pensions Act which was passed last year regarding the.
meritorious clause; but now we will proceed with Major Barnett.

MaJor BARNETT recalled:

The Wirness: There are one or two questions that were asked that we were
to deal with first, to which replies have not been given. The first question was
by Mr. Caldwell as to the amount that we have paid out for rents, the amount
the Public Works have to pay. For the whole six years, starting from 1918
when the first organization was done the cost has been $341,615. That is the
total cost for six years.

By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. Does that include rent at all the branches?—A. That includes every
branch, including the head office. It includes everything. It includes a great
~ many offices that are now closed. In 1918 of course the amount of space was

-practically confined to Ottawa. In 1919 new offices were opened at several
points. At the present time the actual cost is under $50,000 per annum.

Q. Was there any other cost entering into the administration of the Act
which was not included in your report?—A. Not that I know of. This applies to
motor cars, printing and everything like that. That is all included. There is
nothing else. If you add that particular amount to what we have expended in
administration I do not know of anything else. I do not know of anything that
any other department does for us.

By Mr. Carroll:

Q. In addition to this work that was imposed on the soldier re-establishment
you were doing work for the Immigration and Field officers?—A. Our annual
administration cost at the present time is around one million and a half dollars.
Our estimate for the next year is $1,400,000 and that is divided into two blocks.
The two about balance. One is office administration; the other is field. Field
administration includes field officers’ travelling expenses, together with the cost
of upkeep of motor cars and things of that kind. They do some collection work
for us but not a great deal. We have an investment out of over $90,000,000 and
leaving out the field end of it, or only taking that proportion of their cost which
belongs properly to administration the percentage of cost on our capital invest-
ment is as good as loan companies are doing at the present time. The property
has to be administered; money has to be administered that is out. It is not
a case of money we collect in. We collect in annually around three to four
million dollars and we paid out last year in loans about five million dollars,
making the total expenditure about ten million dollars coming in and going out.
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By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. You have not collected on an average three million dollars a year?—
A. The first two years we did not collect anything.

Q. Last year what was it? Less than two million dollars?—A. I include in
that the money we have to bring in out of sales of salvaged stuff. Collections at
the present time are around $2,300,000. At the present time that is the actual
repayment from settlers, but we have handled over $3,000,000 because we had
sales of live stock. The money we would handle aggregates between three and
four million dollars.

Q. Would you say you got three million dollars from salvaged sales?—A. I
mean the actual cash, the difference between $2,300,000 that would be collected
in repayment; it would be about eight hundred thousand or nine hundred
thousand dollars taken in from salvaged sales, from land. Our total is between
3 million and 4 million dollars each year coming in. The fact is we have over a
$90,000,000 investment that has to be protected and loan companies figure from
one to one and one-quarter per cent as their administration cost. I asked them
to have their cost accountants go into it, showing us where we could cut down
because I wanted to have our men satisfied that we were administering as
economically as possible and I took it up with two of the leading loan companies
in Canada and asked that their cost accountants go into it in detail with the
point of view of seeing where we could cut down and they both agreed we were
doing business as economically as the ordinary loan company was doing
business. That was the conclusion they came to. ;

Now with regard to the proportion of our cost that should be or should
not be chargeable to colonization work, we have nothing to do with immigration.
We are not dealing with the immigration end of it at all but we are doing work
for the Department of Immigration, of which we are now a part and we are
called upon to do colonization work, placing men on the land as farmers,
placing men who are looking for farm employment. We are even, checking the
applications of men who are coming in from prohibited countries like southern
Europe. This has involved a good deal of work on our shoulders at the present
time, in making these investigations. It is impossible to more than guess what
might be a proportion of the time devoted to these investigations. Our field
men are out on a trip visiting soldier settlers and- while they are out they visit
a farmer to see whether or not those applications are bona fide. The field
man carries with him a fellow who is looking for farm employment and is doing
board work at the same time. He picks up this man and carries him to
employment. It is very difficult to say how much of this trip should be charged
to board work and how much to colonization. For the first start I thought
probably $200,000 for the purpose of administration would be a fair amount to
be chargeable as against, colonization work.

By Mr. Carroll:

Q. Supposing the Department of Immigration and Colonization was pledged
to hire men to'do this work do you think it would cost more than $200,000?7—
A. Yes, it would cost a good deal more than that for them to hire men to do it.
I did not think at the start we could reduce our expenses by more than $200,000.
I am of the opinion now that my estimate was a little low. When I say at the
start that means probably eight or nine months ago. I think probably $300,000
would be a fairer estimate. The reason I put it that way is that I think about
one half of our field staff’s time is taken up in colonization work and the cost
is around $700,000, so it would be about $300,000. We have certain men in the
office working also, half of the Supervisors’ time is taken from us we could
not reduce by 50% at the start.
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By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. In addition to this work you are doing, as far as farm work is concerned
are they working for the Immigration Department on Surveys?—A. We did a
lot of that in Nova Scotia, more or less experimental work. It is not so much for
the Department of Immigration and Colonization as it is in the nature of
experimental work. We also did it in Prince Edward Island but the Province
bore practically the entire cost of it. I think $300,000 is a fair amount. If we
continue the colonization work that end of it will be made heavier. I do not
think the staff will get heavier but their time will slowly grow heavier on that
end of it.

By Mr. Knox:

Q. Is it a common practice of the Immigration Department to pick men out
and locate them with a farmer?—A. Our field men do it. For instance, last fall
when the British harvesters were brought into the town of Vegreville in Alberta—
the board of Trade of that town represented they could take 16 men if 16 men
were needed in that district. Then 19 men landed there one afternoon; nobody
was there at all; nobody paid any attention to them. Our supervisor, Arthur
Wain, came into town that day at noon and discovered these 19 fellows stranded
and by six o'clock at night he distributed them on the farms with farmers who
were anxious to get men. The men were strangers and the farmers did not know
the men were there. He simply picked them up and took them out and placed
them.

By Mr. Speakman:

Q. There was another line of work done last fall by men who were not
supervisors, to go around and locate?—A. That was done in some districts more
than in others. We employed as a matter of fact all soldier settlers for that
work. We were asked to find out whether these British harvesters could be
retained in winter work. We could not turn our staff loose on it at that time,
<o what we did was to take on temporarily for the work a few soldier settlers that
the supervisor could rely upon and they could canvas the district to see what
openings there were for winter employment for the British harvesters. That was
entirely in connection with British harvesters’ work. The actual amount of
money spent on it was very small. There was more spent in Alberta, in our
Calgary district than anywhere else. The reason we did that was because we
did not want our supervisors taken off their ordinary work.

By Mr. Knox: :

Q. I remember in the Prince Albert district this was done quite extensively.
I am afraid a great many of these positions were not filled—A. We have placed
this spring over 2,000 men on farms, that we have actually taken out and placed.
We have around 4,000 vacancies. Our method of doing that was to ask the
Supervisor to notify us who the farmers were in the district who would likely
require help. Then we sent a questionnaire form to the farmer which he mails
in direct to the office. In some districts they may have canvassed direct a little
of it but our instructions were not to do it; we were to do it by means of a ques-
tionnaire. As I say, we have nothing to do towards getting the men, and ‘there
are undoubtedly a lot of the positions that are not filled. We said in our letter
to the farmer, who sent in the application to us—we told the supervisor to warn
the farmers—that we could give no guarantee that we could get anybody and the
farmer was not to pledge himself in any way to hold a position for any new-

comer.
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By Mr. Robinson: *

Q. Does any one object to this Department helping out in a case of that
kind?—A. I do not think anyone objects. If there is nothing further on the
administration end of it, I have picked out three or four cases—I am not going
to detain you with a long list as I did the other day. These are a different type
but it comes in on a question of revaluation, more from a technical point of view,
if anything is done on revaluation with cases such as this. These cases are
typical of 3,500 cases. They are typical of the cases of men who have made
substantial successes. The first one is a case of a settler in Pictou county, Nova
Scotia, aged 22 years at the time of establishment, a native of Nova Scotia,
born and brought up on a farm. He was established in August, 1919. The
farm cost the Board $2,000 and he paid $1,200 at the time. At consolidation
his loan stood at $803.87; current interest $39.96. In 1922 the settler met his
full payment plus $75 prepayment. His loan now stands at approximately
$600.

Another case in Prince Edward Island, a man aged 24 years; is also a native
of Prince Edward Island. He had $1,000 cash when established, which he used
to buy crop. He also paid his 10 per cent. The farm was purchased at $3,340,
the settler paying $340. The Board advanced on the land $3,000.

In April, 1921, supervisor reported, settler is a shrewd, industrious fellow.
needs little supervision. At consolidation his land was reduced to $2,649; pay-
ments have been met since and prepayment of $300 made in July, 1923. In
January, 1924, another prepayment of $400 was made so that his loan stands at
between $1,700 and $1,800, the original loan being $3,500. In other words he has
cut his loan in two.

Another case is an Ontario case. This man was a clerk in the Dominion
Express aged 29 years but he had 10 years of boyhood on a farm. He purchased
a farm in September 1919. The net loan was $4,500. Later on he was given
a loan of $500. He paid in $1,000. He had an additional loan of $500, making
in total $6,000. In 1920 supervisor reported settler will make good and be out
of debt in a few years. His cows were producing milk valued at $12 per day in
1920. In March 1921 supervisor reported payment this fall of $319.29. Settler
will remit double this. He has already paid back $900. Splendid type of
settler. At consolidation in 1922 this settler had reduced his loan to $1,500
principal; interest $44.50. He met his 1922 payment and is not under supervision
at all now.

The next one is a case in Regina district. This settler was 32 years of age.
He had eight years experience in England and six years experience in Canada.
The farm was purchased in June 1920; land loan $2,000; buildings $1,000;
total loan $3,000. At consolidation in October 1922 his loan was reduced to
$1,938. Since then he has met his payment and has made a prepayment of $200,
so that his land now stands at approximately $1,600.

Another settler at Shaunovan district, five years Saskatchewan experience,
age 25 years when established. His land loan was $4,000, buildings $1,000, net
$4,600. In 1922 he made a prepayment of $700. He threshed 3,300 bushels of
wheat. At consolidation his loan stood, principal $3,638.60; interest $324.31.
Total $3,962.91. Since then he has met due payments and expects to make a
further prepayment of $1,000 shortly.

The Next is a settler in Edmonton district, aged 27 years at the time of
establishment. He had limited experience but was born on a farm in Ontario.
The land was purchased for $1,300. He put up his own buildings, they are
log buildings and he acquired his own stock and equipment. At the time of
consolidation he reduced his loan to $988. Since then he has met his payments.
In April this year he made a $200 prepayment in addition.
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Another settler in Viking, Alberta, aged 32 years purchased farm in July
1919, 50 acres crop went with the sale. Land cost $4,000. Net $3,600, buildings
$700; stock and equipment $1,300; total $5,600. That was $5,600 he owed.
At consolidation the loan stood, first of all $4,458.68, with interest $187.37.
Total $4.646.06. He made in 1922 a payment of $185. He made in 1923 a
payment of $204. In March 1924 he made a prepayment of $200.

There is just one other case I want to refer to. This is a case of a settler
established in Prince Edward Island. I will read the supervision report on
which the action taken was based.

“Shortly after this settler was discharged from the Service he
purchased a farm of 50 acres at West Cape. Not being able to pay
for same in full in cash, he applied to the Board and received a land
loan of $900.00, this loan being dated August 30/1919.”

“Tn the spring of 1922 an opportunity arose of purchasing a farm of
150 acres with a complete set of buildings (the first farm had no buildings
whatever) and the Board purchased this second property for him, advanc-
ing an additional land loan of $3,600 and $900.00 for permanent
improvements already erected.

“ During the early part of the present winter this settler’s mother-in-
law, Mrs. John Locke, fell and broke her hip bone. She is an elderly lady
and now wants her daughter, Mrs. J. H. McClellan, to live with her and
take care of her during the rest of her life, and the present indications are
that this will not be too long a period.

“ About the same time one of MecClellan’s neighbours, Mr. Russell
Fish, made an offer of $4,000 for fifty (50) acres of the Murray Farm with
the buildings. This appealed to our settler as a good business proposition
and he accepted same. He also completed an agreement with Mr. Fish
whereby he would put a deal through on May 1st next, §1,000.00 being paid
down to bind the bargain. Considerable correspondence between McClellan,
the District office and myself has passed regarding this matter, and to
arrive at a definite understanding I visited him on the above date and went
into the matter in detail.

“ Settler has purchased a barn 28 x 42, a machine shed 20 x 30 and a
boiler house 10 x 12, which will be moved onto this property next
month. These buildings, at a most conservative value are worth at
least $400.00. This, therefore, leaves him with property worth at least
$4,000.00, and the total amount he will be owing the Board after the
balance of the purchase price of the sale he is now negotiating is paid
in will be approximately $1,000.

“T think this transaction is a splendid business deal for our settler
from any standpoint. He is getting rid of what is considered the poorest
agricultural land of his holding when he sells the 50 acres to Mr. Fish,
and he is also disposing of a set of buildings which will require con-
siderable repairs within the next year or two.”

The reason I have read these cases is that there are a very large number
of settlers who have done the same thing and they are typical of some 3,500
cases. There are 15 per cent of the settlers who have made progress equivalent
to these cases I have cited.

By Mr. Carroll:

Q. It is not all dark?—A. The percentage may be small but there are at
least 15 per cent who are in the position that those particular settlers are in.
On the question of revaluation there is just one thing I wanted to take up. As
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I pointed out in the evidence I gave the last day I appeared here, the amount
we spent on land of this kind, on land for settlers established in 1919 and
1920 was $33,000,000. The amount we disbursed for live stock, not including
paid up loans and salvage, was $7,000,000. Sixty per cent depreciation on live
stock amounts to $4,200,000. Allowing for 20 per cent depreciation on land
you get $6,600,000. There has been no deflation in machinery or lumber and
such things so that by that interest exemption that was given two years ago the
settler has had a 60 per cent allowance on his live stock deflation and he has
had the equivalent of 20 per cent on his land. That is the effect of it as
regards the settlers that are now on the land, with the concessions that were
given two years ago. In some cases these interest concessions amount to
large sums of money. Following the visit of His Excellency to Manitoba I
had two special investigators go through the district which he referred to,
which is a difficult district, but the interest exemptions there given under the
concession of 1922 amount in- one case to $1,168.00. The settler had a gift
of that much money.
Q. Interest alone?—A. That is the gift they got.

By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. Three years remission of interest?—A. Three years and four in some
cases. We prepared these cards from our files in Ottawa in order that our
investigators would have something on the settler when they went out. They
would know something of what his condition was, they would put down his
name, his post office, the date he was settled, his land number, whether the land
was purchased or whether it was mortgaged land or whether it was Dominion
land; the amount of his consolidated indebtedness, what the effect of consolida-
tion was, how much free interest he got and how much his annual payments
were reduced, because I always looked on that as more important than any-
thing else. The great burden, which I emphasized to the Committee two years
ago was the heavy rate of payments they were called on to meet, so we put
down for the benefit of the investigator the amount that his payment had been
reduced and a view of the general situation is shown by the supervisor’s report.
Take this particular case. The card reads,

“ Settlers’s name Oborne A. E. P.O. Teulon
Loan No. 8-738 Date Settled 23-7-19
Land S.W. 18-15-3 E (Pur) Price of land.
(Enc.)
(Dom.) $4152
Consolidated indebtedness $6,853
Effect of consolidation (a) Free Interest, Amount $1,369
(b) Reduction in annual payment $442
General situation as shown by Supervisor’s report: Settler is a good
worker but poor manager, requires supervision. Progress to date only
fair. Has never broken any land which could be easily broken. Fair
chance to succeed.”

By Mr. Speakman:

Q. That was not due to the cancellation of interest. It was due to the fact
there were heavy payments in the first four years, while stock payments were
spread over the rest of the term.—A. That is the reason for putting it down.
He did get a gift of $1,369. Supposing we had given him $1,369 off of capital,
his annual payment would be reduced by 40 or 50 dollars. By spreading the
payments over a long period he got a reduction of four hundred and some odd
dollars. Then the investigator writes on the back his comments on this particu-
lar case. I wanted to get a man outside of the Winnipeg office. I wanted to
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get a man who had an entirely new point of view and we practically covered all
settlers in the northern part of Manitoba in this way. I might say the investi-
gator in this case was one of our officials, who had been a superintendent in
one of our offices. He is an amputation case. He lost his arm during the war
and is generally regarded as a very fair-minded type.

By Mr. Speakman:
Q. Is that Smith?—A. Yes, Smith.

By Mr. Carroll:

Q. In any case the farmer whose yearly annual payments have been reduced
pays the actual amount of money in the long run he borrowed from the Govern-
ment?—A. He pays in the long run the actual amount but instead of four or six
vears he pays it in a longer period of twenty-five years.

By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. I think one point we ought to get clear here is how much less money
will he pay the Board on account of cancellation of interest to say nothing of
amortization?—A. He will pay $1,369 less than he would have paid if that had
not been put through. That is what he will pay.

Q. That is what I want to get.—A. The investigator in this case reports.

“This man is located on low land on the edge of a bog. It is best
suited for hay and pasture. He intends to go in extensively for cattle
and is at present milking ten cows from which he is getting a good living
and expects to begin making payments in the near future. Since estab-
lishment he has built a large barn and has also the advantage of having a
planing mill. He is following the line of farming his place is best suited
for and I believe he will make a success as he is well experienced in all
branches of mixed farming. Revaluation was not discussed.”

The reason that is put on there is that if the settler wants to discuss revalua-
tion they discuss it with him. If he does not discuss it, they do not raise the
point, but note it on the card so that I will know how many men are thinking of
revaluation. In other words do not suggest it to him. If he suggests it discuss
it with him. If he does not note on the card that he did not mention it. That
is a typical card in this particular case.

There is one case which I do not know whether I can put my hand on here
that T would like to read. Settler pointed out he would not discuss either con-
solidation or revaluation, a very good type of settler but having a hard difficult
time. He said he was not interested in either one; he raised the question of
revaluation, but he said, “I am not interested in it, because it will not help me
any, and I am not interested in consolidation. My difficulty is to get a living.”

By Mr. Caldwell: ;

Q. He had no prospect of ever paying anything?—A. His difficulty was to
get a living, and he was not worrying about either one, consolidation or re-
valuation.

Q. Did you say he was a very good type of settler?—A. A very good type
of settler.

Q. What do you mean by that?—A. He is a good worker.

Q. But conditions were such that he could scarcely make a living?—A. His
spring crop was a failure, and that combined with the high prices he had to pay
for everything he bought made it hard. You see, a crop failure at a time when
your outgoing expenses are very high is very hard to withstand.
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By Mr. Knox: ;

Q. Do you mean that he was hopeless of ever completing his payments?—
A. In the position that he was in, all he said was that neither feature interested
him. The Board had not been forcing him. He was very fair in his attitude,
he had no criticism; he said “You left me alone, but payments do not make any
difference to me one way or the other; I am not able to pay anything, and
whether my debt is cut on paper or not makes no difference. What you did last
year made no difference to me, because I could not pay anything anyway. You
reduced my payments by $400, but I could not pay anything anyway.” It was
simply a matter with him of getting a living.

By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. Do you have very many of that class?—A. No, we do not have very
many like that. I could run over a few of these cards if you wished, but I do
not think it is worth while. There are about 2,000 men, from checking, not in
Manitoba but 2,000 all over Canada whose difficulty is to make a living, and it
does not matter if you cut their paper debt from $6,000 down to $3,000, it will
not make a particle of difference to them. Their difficulty is to make a living.
Undoubtedly there are about 2,000 men in that condition and the only way
that you could help them would be to give them the place so that they could
dispose of it. If you gave it to them so that they could not dispose of it, with
the rider that they could not dispose of it, those 2,000 are still going to be up
against the same old problem, of how to get three meals a day and clothing. -

Q. That is an important point. You say if you leave these farms to them so
that they could dispose of them it would be an advantage. Would it be possible
to dispose of a farm under present conditions?—A. They do occasionally make
sales, but I think most of these men are handicapped at the start with very
little capital. When you come to think of it there is a mistaken idea that settlers
do not need money or anything, a man can start farming without a thing.

Q. A man who says that does not know anything about it.—A. There is a
general impression that that is true, while it is not the fact at all.

Mr. Carrorr: I hope that impression is not among the farmers.

Miss MacPuawL: No, it is not; it is among governments.

The Wrrness: The difficulty with a lot of these men is that they had
nothing to start with at all. A man taking over one of these farms who had
some money would probably be able to establish a home for himself.

By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. That would not apply to the cases we are speaking of. Here is a man. on
the farm, you are not asking any payments of him, but still he cannot make a
living off it. He would be in the same position as a man who owned it, and still
could not make a living. He has no credit, of course, where the man who owned
the farm would have some, but the position is very nearly the same.—A. In a
great many cases he has not the wherewithal to make a living off the land. I
mean a little more stock of some kind, perhaps a few more cows milking might
perhaps at least provide a living. The difficulty is that we cannot give these
men any more money; we cannot give them anything more. It is just the same,
of course, on the farm as it is in any other business; if you are pressed and you
have got the money, you cannot buy advantageously; you never can do business
advantageously.

The CrAtrMAN: Miss MacPhail, and gentlemen, with your permission we
will now suspend Major Barnett’s evidence in order that I might submit to you
two resolutions. On May 22nd Mr. Robinson moved, seconded by Mr. Carroll,
the following proposed resolution, which is already printed on page 92 of our
proceedings. As I presume, however, that many of the members of the Com--
mittee have not their proceedings with them now, I will read it once more.
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“That the regulations of the Soldier Settlement Board as given in
circular No. 376 dated February 16th, 1924, be not applied to the cases
of the repatriation of Canadian ex-service men.”

This is the clause referred to:

“After March 31st, 1924, Qualification Certificates will not be issued
to new applicants except,

(a) To returned soldiers now in training;

(b) Those who desire establishment assistance on their own lands;

(¢) Those who prior to February 20th, 1924 (the date at which these
instructions are presumed to have reached the District Office), have
by letter or instruction of Board officials delayed formal application
and therefore have special definite equitable claims;

(d) Scotch settlers coming to Canada under arrangements made with
Father MacDonell.”

Now, I would ask Mr. Robinson to explain this resolution.
Discussion followed.

The CuamrMaN: I would ask Major Barnett to give us his opinion on the
proposed resolution.

The Wirness: So far as the arrangements with Father MacDonell are
concerned, I would like to clear that up. At the time this curtailment was
decided upon, Father MacDonell was in Scotland and he expected to get
assistance for some of his men who were returned soldiers, as he had made
representations over there to some of these men, which is the same as we had
done, and they come in under the equitable ground exactly the same as other
men. As far as the resolution itself is concerned, I do not imagine that there
will be any large number of men who might come back from the other side, so
I have not really very much to say about the repatriation end of it. I have not
any doubt that particularly from the Maritime Provinces a great many returned
soldiers went to the United States who drifted over there immediately upon
their return from overseas knowing nothing about soldier settlement legislation.
Now, we have never done any advertising in the United States, we have made
no attempt to bring to anybody’s attention in the United States, any Canadian
soldier there, that he could settle on the land by his scheme. On the merit of
the thing I have nothing to say as I do not imagine there will be any large
number of men to take advantage of it.

Discussion followed.

There are just one or two things more that I have to point out on the
question of revaluation. There are one or two extremely difficult things to
handle in the event of there being any revaluation. I have here one case that
I want to point out to you: take a settler who makes a prepayment. I read a
number of these this morning where settlers had made prepayments. For
example a settler received a loan of $5,000 on the 1st of October, 1919, prior to
revaluation, he has prepaid $2,000 to the Board. The amount required under
this plan and including interest is $6,140. Had he retained his payment until
after revaluation he would be only required to pay $5,292. In other words
any revaluation system must operate against the man who has been making
his payments. That is the effect. Revaluation will operate against the good
settler who has been making his payments. He is the man who is prejudiced
and that is a very concrete illustration there. Here is another illustration:
The Board purchased cattle costing $1,000 for the settler. This settler sells
it to a second settler for $5600. That happens frequently.
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By Hon. Mr. Sinclair:

Q. Where you speak of revaluation being unfair to the man who has made
payments, with regard to remission of interest, he is benefited by that equally
with the man who had not paid up to date?—A. The man, of course, who has
paid nothing gets a larger interest exemption because the man who has been
paying off on his capital has not got as much of a concession since there is not
as much there.

Q. He has not paid any interest? The man who is paying off capital has
paid no interest?—A. No, there is not any very great difference.

By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. There is this point: the fact is, as Mr. Sinclair points out, that there
has been practically no interest paid by settlers. I think there was interest
paid for a few years by a few. The last two years there has been no interest
paid. If this revaluation—if this remission is made by way of remission of
mterest it will not adversely affect a man who is paying off his capital. A.
What I am having in mind, of course, is not so much—the reason I am discussing
this revaluation point is because there are Members of the House who have
very strong views that the interest exemption was not what should have been
given the last time, that revaluation should have been given, and they still hold
that the only thing that should be done is a capital cut, and for that reason I
think I should put before the Committee some evidence from this point of view,
because there are Members of the House who feel that the capital cut is the only
thing that will meet the situation. The trouble with the capital cut is that it
injures the men who have been doing well for any reason, and the 3,500 men
who have been making prepayments. This year we have 4,000 settlers who
have made prepayments. That is to say, no man can make a prepayment
while he has got arrears standing against him. I mean any payment he makes
will apply as against his arrears, these current payments and we have some
4,000 settlers this year who have made prepayments.

By Mr. Speakman:

Q. I quite agree with that conclusion and I am glad to have it substan-
tiated.—A. Taking the case of the settler who sold cattle, I will just speak of
that.

Hon. Mr. SincraAIr: Just a thought there regarding the man who has made
prepayments this year: do the payments that he makes this year include
amortization of interest that is to be remitted?

Wirness: No, they do not include any interest. Any payment that any
settler makes in the last two years is a payment on his principal. That is
qualified by the settlers that have been established in the last two years, but
apart from that any payment that any settler makes who was established prior
to 1922 is a principal payment. Take the case of a settler who has sold cattle
to another settler. There has been a deflation there of $500. The original
settler paid $1,000 for the cattle. He perhaps could not work or something
else. He comes back to the place. We sell the cattle to another settler for
$500 on a capital cut. The first settler takes a loss in there, while the entire
deflation, T mean the $500 deflation is chargeable against him. It boils down
to this, that each settler owes us $250 but the one settler has got the cattle and
the other has got none. The point I want to make is if you made a capital cut
at all the man who sold a piece of land or stock or made a prepayment for any
reason is immediately injured. That is the way it works out.

There is just one thing more I want to point out before I close. There are
three classes of settlers speaking broadly, to consider. I do not think it needs
any argument to show that the men who are making prepayments, who are
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getting on, require anything. If a man is able to meet his payment in accor-
dance with his revised agreements, then he is doing everything we pre-supposed
he would do. We have some men who are complaining not because they cannot
make their payments because they can and are making them; but when they
took over the farm they figured they would pay for the farm in ten or twelve
years and they are bitterly disappointed when they find it is going to take 25
years. As a matter of fact 25 years is a short time for a man to pay for his
farm. TUnder rural credit schemes in the United States, the determination they
have arrived at there is, that the average man cannot hope to pay for his farm
inside of 35 years. In the land settlement policy of Ireland they decided it
would take two generations to pay for a farm, 65 years. That is the time it
would take, so that in the case of our men taking 25 years they are not doing
badly. When you come to take a man starting without anything and seeing
it is going to take 35 years under the American calculation, 65 years under the
Irish calculation, and Mr. Speakman says 90 years under German calculation
I do not think our men are doing badly.

Now we have 15 per cent of the men who have pretty well between one-
quarter and one-half paid off in five or six years, so that after all it is not too
bad. But you have those settlers to consider; then you have got approximately
2,000 men that no revaluation, interest concessions or anything else will help.
The men who have been paying nothing, it makes no difference to them. A
man can make no payment on a paper debt on $6,000 as well as he can on $3,000.
If he cannot pay anything on $6,000 he is not going to pay one cent more if you
cut it down to 2 or 3 thousand dollars.

By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. You have mentioned about men who have been leaving the farms but
you have not touched on it,—a man who is making his payments and left, the
farm. I know of one case. I said to this man, “You can pay for this farm.”
He says, “I think I can in 25 years, but when I do I will have paid twice the
producting value of the farm. I can go out and do better by starting over
again.” Do you have many cases of that kind who consider they would have
paid a great deal more than the producing value of it?—A. There are some.

Q. They are your very best type of settler in our districts?—A. After all
it is very hard for a man to forecast what will happen in 25 years.

Q. Was that the reason he gave for leaving?—A. You have to look over
the twenty-five year period. You have to take an average after all of 25 years.
When this act was put on the Statute books it was expected that the men would
take 25 years. After he passed five years of it it is a little early to see what
the productive value is and what the conditions are. It may be at the moment
that this is so but you have to strike an average over the 25 years.

Q. There is this feature that is discouraging, the fact that deflation has
taken place in the price of the farm produce and inflation in everything else.—
A. You have a settler who has paid nothing. There is nothing you can do for
him. You cross him out. He has got to struggle along. You have another
type of settler who is undoubtedly on unsuitable land. He has not got capital
enough and we do the best we can for him. Perhaps if you gave him a few cows
more it would make all the difference in the world to that man. Those are
individual cases and should be dealt with individually. We have men in
Western Canada that we should have the power to transfer to another part and
even if necessary go to the expense of wiping off a portion of their capital. We
have not, any power to wipe off or make a reduction. In that case the man him-
gelf is primarily responsible, but our officials fell down in that they did not
make the inspection they should have done. They perhaps were led away by
the optimism of 1919. Those are special cases, where the land undoubtedly is
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inferior and unsuitable or quite palpably an excessive price was paid for it;
then meet that case as a special case.

By Hon. Mr. Sinclair:

Q. Meet it by a transfer?—A. By putting him on other land and wipe out
such charges as are involved in the old place that he has had nothing from but
those cases will not be frequently met with.

Q. What charges do you refer to?—A. You have all charges like that. I
am just thinking of one district along the Express line in Alberta; men went
there themselves, because as a matter of fact we tried to keep them off that
land. We fought for a year and a half to avoid giving them lands and what we
foresaw has happeneq, that they co'ld not succeed on it. It is in a dry district.
They have all charged against them 600 or 700 or 800 dollars for seed and feed
that has gone in and produced nothing. That is a charge that should be wiped
out because they had no returns from that. You would only transfer, of course,
a man that was good. You would not transfer people who would not help them-
selves. One fellow said he had ten cows, every one of them dry but thinks if
he had a few more cows he would get along all right.

By Mr. Carroll:

Q. Maybe if he had a bull he would be all right.—A. It is no good doing
anything with a case like that. You simply let him run along. The thing is
if a man is only suffering from the general economic condition—we have soldier
settlers who have equipped themselves; they have bought their own live stock.
I have read you some cases where a man went down and took his $600 gratuity
money and invested it in cattle in 1919. The fellow who kept his $600 in his
pocket and let us pay for it is going to get his capital cut or something else,
but the settler who bought that stuff himself gets nothing on it at all. When
you come down to the general conclusion that it is a general economic condition
then it seems to me it is a difficult thing to pick out and say, “We are going to
make special consideration on that account.” If there is some special handicap
the man has had that is not general to the country it is not difficult to rectify
it. If it is general it seems to me it is difficult to rectify it and it is going to
give rise in the long run to trouble.

By Mr. Humphrey:
Q. Have you any specific recommendation you intend to make to this
Committee before you are through?—A. I will if the Committee desire it.
Q. Is it the intention to bring that point out?

By the Chawrman:
Q. Yes, at the next meeting.

By Mr. Carroll:

Q. I presume it is for this Committee to make recommendations on the
evidence of Mr. Barnett.

By Mr. Humphrey:

Q. I understand that point, but I meant if it was the intention of this
Committee to accept a recommendation from Mr. Barnett.

WirNess: There is one recommendation I might say here that I would
like to make and that is this: I would like to see the Committee bring
in something that would enable us to give to these men who are making pre-
payments interest on their prepayments. As it is now, as long as interest
exemption goes we cut off the getting of the money from a man who can
make more than his payment and it is particularly true where the specula-

tive type of farming prevails. If prices happen to go up high in a year and
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the man can pay a good deal more, there is no object in him paying off so
long as interest exemptions run, because we cannot give him any interest
on his payments and it discourages the man paying us more. It is to his
as well as to our advantage to get paid off as quickly as possible. We ought
to have power to credit him with the prepayment of $1,000 if he makes it.
That does involve a capital cut. A man comes in and he says to me, “Figure
out what it would take to retire my debt now,” and he pays it and he gets a
capital cut. The capital cut on this score is not very great. It does involve
a capital cut because he figures out, what will it take to retire his debt.

Mr. CatoweLL: Major Barnett I presume will be available for any further
information we may want.

The CrARMAN: We might ask Major Barnett to report at the next meet-
ing and continue the recommendation he wishes to make.

The Committee adjourned.
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CommITTEE RooMm 424,
House or CoMMONS,
TuURSDAY, June 5, 1924.

The Special Committee appointed to consider questions relating to Pensions,
Insurance and Re-establishment of Returned Soldiers, met at 11 o’clock a.m.,
the Chairman, Mr. Denis, presiding.

The CuARMAN: Miss Macphail and gentlemen, we will now proceed con-
cluding Major Barnett’s evidence, and at the end of his evidence Major Barnett
will have some recommendations to make to the committee. Of course,
proceeding according to our plan of preceding sessions, we will not immediately
discuss what recommendations may be made by Major Barnett. Every member
of the committee, however, will be welcome to ask questions, but the merits of
the recommendations which he makes, together with the merits of other recom-
mendations will be considered later on, after we are through taking evidence.

Major Barnett recalled.

The Wrrngss: Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I have very
little more evidence to give. I have given as complete a statement of the work
of soldiers settlement as I could at the previous meetings of the committee. The
question was asked at the end of the last meeting of the committee, whether I
had any specific recommendations that I intended to make, and I answered that
I would if the committee so desired. What I have to say is largely in connection
with that, and the one principal suggestion that I have to make I made pre-
viously. Undoubtedly there are settlers who are on land which is unsuitable,
not proper for settlement in some cases; they are in known dry districts where
the crop hazard is very great; in other cases they are on land where the fertility
is not what it should be, or there are drawbacks due to other conditions which
make farming at the present time almost an impossibility for these men. These
cases, of course, are not nearly as numerous as they were, because as I pointed
out before, most of them are to be found in our salvaged cases, but there still
remain in all provinces some of these cases. Where a good man who has
demonstrated that he is'sincere and capable is on land which is not suitable for
any reason, then I think they should be given power which the Board does not
now have of transferring that man to suitable land, and of eliminating such
part of his debt as is due to the poor settlement that was made in his case.

By Mr. Arthurs:

Q. Just there, Major Barnett, would it be possible to remove these men from
the unsuitable property to other property in possession of the Board?—A. In
some cases, yes, but not in all cases, because you cannot move a man too far,
perhaps, or in a different type of country from that to which he is accustomed.

Q. You could utilize some of your land?—A. Yes, there is no doubt about it.
We have done some of that, but the one point that we had no discretionary
powers to touch was the wiping out of that portion of his debt which had been
wasted in the unsuitable settlement. We have transferred men—only the other
day in British Columbia we transferred a man from a peat proposition on Van-
couver Island to a salvaged farm on our hands, but we cannot always do it. Ina
great many cases there is a burden of seed and feed that has been supplied to him
on a hopeless proposition that should be wiped out, because that money was
wasted as far as he was concerned, in his efforts to establish himself on a farm.
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By Mr. Ross:

Q. What would you do in the case of a man who had been put on poor land
and who threw it up in a year or so and went away?—A. You cannot do any-
thing with them; they have a claim, of course. They have some claim, but the
only thing is—I am not suggesting transferring the mam who has demonstrated
that he has not the capacity for the work. That is, aiter all, the most common
case that is on the poor land. That is, the poor man naturally gravitated to the
poor land; it is only natural.

Q. Oh no, he took your selection.—A. No, he made his own slection first.

Q. But you went out and inspected the land?—A. Yes, we inspected the
land afterwards. I quite admit that our officers fell down in making the inspec-
tion. I am not trying to argue contrary to that, but the fact is that your good
man would never come and say, “That is the place I want,” when it was poor
land, nearly as frequently as the poor man did.

Q. At the beginning the choices were not so easy as they are now. Two men
I know of are over in the United States now, and they would not live in the city.
They have taken land in the United States and are farming there.—A. Undoubt-
edly the bulk of poor land is settled by poor men, but there are good men who
have got on poor land.

Q. It is a sign of a good man when he throws up a poor farm in a year?—
A. You get lots of them, of course.

Q. He is doing well, now anyway.—A. My suggestion is that there should be
discretionary power to deal with these particular cases, where the man is a good
one and is on manifestly unsuitable land.

By Hon. Mr. Sinclair:

" Q. In the case mentioned by Mr. Ross, where the man has thrown it up and
you still have a liability against him, would you wish discretionary power to
wipe that off>—A. Yes. I explained that the other day. There are a number
of cases of that nature, where a man has not been guilty of wrongdoing, but he
has simply proved himself a poor man. He thought he was a farmer and we
thought he was a farmer, but when he got out on the land he decided he did not
like it, and drifted into something else. He made a mistake and we made »
mistake, and in that case my suggestion would be that imstead of making it as 1t
is in the Act, that the deficit shall be a debt against the man for all time, that it
be not a debt unless the man has been guilty of some wrongdoing. In other
words, eliminate that section of the Act which makes a charge for all time on the
man who has had misfortune for any reason, other than his own criminal wrong-
doing, or the equivalent of that.

By Mr. Ross:

Q. I hope you are not going to put on record that because a mah failed on a
poor farm he is not a farmer?—A. No.

Q. How would you judge a man like the one I have spoken of?—A. I am
not making any recommendation as to the old cases. The purpose of doing this
is to retain the meln now on the land. Tt is not as a matter of so much right to
the man as it is of retaining a man who has demonstrated that he is a good
farmer, and for that reason I would not touch the cases that have left, although
on purely personal grounds I admit they have quite as strong a claim. I am
dealing with it purely from the viewpoift of holding those men on the land who
have demonstrated that that is their natural place.

Q. In this case I would say it was his natural place, because he married a
woman who does not want to live any place but on a farm. When he failed
here he went to the United States, to New York state, and is farming now and
making a success.—A. The reason was that it was a poor farm?
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Q. He went out and looked at it when it had a fair crop?—A. These cases
do occur, and there are good men who have got on poor places, by buying in the
winter time. You have to remember that in 1919 men were over-anxious tc
get on the land. We were forced by the pressure of public opinion in 1919 to
make inspections that should not have been made, that could not be adequately
made, and men who settled while snow was on the ground, while the land could
not be inspected fairly and properly, certainly made mistakes in selection, but
I do not think it is possible to deal with cases on any ground except the cases
of the men who are actually on the land now. I think, if you attempt to deal
beyond that, there are a great many difficulties that are involved. It does not
matter what relief you may give for any case, the moment you go beyond the
case of the man still remaining on the land you are in difficulty, and you open
the door not only to the men who were on the land and have left, but the equal
number of soldier settlers who have nothing to do with the Board. As I pointed
out in the beginning of my evidence, there are just as many soldier settlers as
there are returned soldiers who are attempting to farm without assistance from
the Board.

By Mr. Arthurs:

Q. More?—A. There are just as many, anyway, as there are under the
Board. There are 23,000 that have received financial assistance, and I am
satisfied that there are 23,000 more who have never had any connection with us
in any way. They may have been turned down for loans, but that would be
only a small proportion. So those are the two recommendations I made before,
and the two that I think are the most important myself, the most needed. I
perhaps should just recall that we have established 23,700 men; of these, 4,400
or 18.8 per cent have abandoned. Of that 4,400— :

Q. Just before that, Major Barnett. You have established 23,000. What
proportion received loans?—A. All of them. I am only dealing with those who
received loans. We really established about 30,000 men, through the Act, and
the other 6,000 did not receive loans. Of those abandonments, 700 have been
due to death or recurrence of disability of the settler. There is another 300
cases where it is due to fraud or criminal wrong doing. That is, these cases
are clearly and principally due to that. There are other cases, there are more
than 300 cases where the settler has fraudulently disposed of stuff, but it was not
treated principally as that. Perhaps after the settler had abandoned he wrong-
fully sold property he had no title to, or something like that. So there are
3,400 cases where the abandonment has been due to the land, or to the settler, or
to domestic difficulties, or to crop failure, or to the general economic situation.
Sometimes it is a combination, sometimes one factor alone. Counting all of
these as failures, they amount to 15 per cent. Now, we still have another 4,000
settlers on the land who are having great difficulty. There is another 4,000
that are not getting along well. In one way you might say there is 9,000 who
are having a certain amount of difficulty, because taking those who are not
making payments at all, and those only making partial payments, roughly
speaking it amounts to 9,000. So far as our records show, so far as the reports
of our field men throw any light on it, of those 4,000 who are having great
difficulty, 2,000 at least are going to fail in any event. It does not matter what
you do, they will still fail. They will fail even if you give them the land for
xothing.

Q. That is to say, they are unfit for the job?—A. For one reason or another.
i read a great many of the cases in the course of the evidence I gave here, a
great many of these low-grade settlers, those who are having difficulty. There
is the case of the man—and cases of this kind are quite numerous—who is being
continually fined, not for infractions of the law so far as the Board is concerned,
but for other reasons, liquor laws, for instance, and for domestic difficulties and
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things of that kind. These men are continually in difficulty, and there is a
number of them. Then there is the man whose place is going back continually,
who is not working. In other words, he gets a property with considerable
acreage under cultivation, with the buildings in good shape, and year by year
the property is going back. By that I do not mean merely going down in value,
which might be due to general conditions, but it is actually going down in
physical makeup. It is going back to prairie in the west, the buildings are
becoming dilapidated and neglected. Then you have the man who is not a
farmer, who is too old in some cases. I read some cases where men had had two
or three farms before, and had lost them, and undoubtedly will not make any
more of a success of this new venture, no matter what is done for them. It is
hard. to figure out some of these. You can only approach it in general terms,
but there are 2,000 of them, so far as we can tell from our records, who are in
that shape; they are bound to fail. Even if the property were given to them
they would fail, so long as they could not dispose of it and cash in on the money
they got out of it.

Q. In other words, you are disposed to say that no change of law is likely
to benefit those 2,000 people?—A. No.

Q. No assistance would be of any material value to them?—A. No.

Q. Then leave that and give us the rest of them.—A. T want to deal with
that perhaps just a little later. I will take it from the other end. At the other
end of the list you have 700 settlers who have repaid their loans. There are
2,800 men who have been substantially paying off their debt. Some of them I
read the other day; I picked one or two from each province where the men had
cut down their indebtedness from $5,000 or $6,000 to $3,000 or $2,000, or even
down as low as $700 or $800 in the course of five years. Then you have another
6,000 who have been meeting their payments in accordance with the existing
terms of the Act. Undoubtedly the interest exemption has helped a consider-
able number of these men; it has helped them all, it has meant money in the
pockets of all of them, the amendments made two years ago, but as far as
saving them goes you cannot determine how many of them might otherwise be
in difficulty and how many would not have been. There is no way of telling
that, and I would not attempt to say how many of that 6,000 would not have
been able to meet their full payments if concessions had not been made. It
would be pure guess work to try to do that. Now I just want to touch on the
financial side of it, because I have not dealt with that before. We have spent
on loans—and these are actual cheques we have issued on the Finance Depart-
ment—$101,688,170. That is the cheques we have issued on the Finance
Department for loans. In addition to that we have paid out on administration
over the course of the six years, because the organization has been in existence
for six years, $11,528,704.

By Mr. Caldwell: .

Q- How does that come about? That administration charge is given in
the report as $9,668,000, roughly—A. Yes. I am taking what cheques were
actually issued. We advance to the men every year for expense money a cer-
tain amount, to the field men. A cheque is drawn, and when we get a refund in
we pay it back. I am taking the actual amount we have drawn.

By Mr. Arthurs:

Q. You will give us the figures for the receipts?—A. Yes, what we have
paid back in. That is what I want to lead up to, and this is the only way you
can take it. That $11,000,000 is not net, because there are these refunds that
have come back, or that may come back in the course of three or four months.
In the same way, when we sold a motor car, where we did not turn it in on
another car, the money realized on that goes into the Receiver General. We
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draw out a cheque for the new motor car, unless we trade in the old one. Some-
times it does not pay to do that, we are able to sell the car to better advantage
than by trading it in. In that case we sell it and get our money. In addition
to this—I am givirg this so as to give the total that we have expended over
the same period of years—the Public Works Department has paid out $340,000
for office space. Mr. Caldwell asked that the other day, and I am giving it for
that reason. The Public Works Department has paid out $340,000 for all our
office space, from one end of the Dominion to the other. So the total cost of
the enterprise as far as the issuance of cheques from the Finance Department is
concerned, is $113,646,000 in round figures. We have returned in the same time
to the Receiver General $21,110,643. That is the actual money that has been
paid back. We have drawn out of the treasury $113,000,000, and we have, paid
back $21,000,000, or close to 20 per cent of the actual amount that we have
drawn. 1 tried to point this out before, and I wanted to refer to it briefly now;
15 per cent of the men have kept up their payments; 3-2 per cent have paid
off their loans entirely

By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. Just before you leave that other point, I do not think the statement was
very clear. We have another statement here of the net administration charges,
and the repayments and the initial payments. Your last statement would indi-
cate that you paid back 20 per cent, but that does not mean repayments from
the soldiers?—A. No, that does not mean repayments. It has only a bearing
in this way, as to the amount of money that we have drawn out and the amount
that we have paid back, in order to give the basis of our financial statement as
far as the country is concerned. We have drawn from the country so much
money and we have paid back so much, and that must be the foundation of the
report.

Q. But the report does not indicate how much that would be in the resale
of automobiles, for instance.—A. While we have expended on administration
some eleven million dollars, our real net expenditure is only nine million some
hundred thousands, so the refunds on administration would amount, to two mil-
lion dollars.

Q. What would these refunds consist off>—A. They consist of advances made
to officials on travelling expenses, who returned the unexpended portions of
them. You have the motor car thing which I have instanced, you have a variety
of things. You issue a cheque for the money and it is debited to us, not only in
our own books, but in our appropriation. Kitn

Q. And you find at the end of the month or the end of the year there is
something coming back?—A. The general clearing time is at the end of the
fiscal year; all money is returned then.

By Mr. Wallace:

Q. Would the balance of seventeen or eighteen million dollars be repayments
on loans?—A. No, the repayments you have in a statement already given and
printed as an appendix to the proceedings. The actual repayments from
settler]i amount to about twelve or thirteen million dollars, roughly speaking,
I think.

By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. Is that right?—A. Yes.

Q. In your report you gave us nine million odd dollars as the repayments,
and initial payments of one hundred thousand dollars?—A. It has increased some
since then, but not enough to bring it up to twelve million dollars; that was only
a rough figure.
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Q. What date is that?—A. That is up to March 31st. The statement in
the proceedings of the committee is correct. If it is nine million dollars there
it is not as I gave it, twelve million. The actual repayments from settlers
would be the amount given there.

Q. These figures I have from your report in connection with administration
charges show $9,668,416.58. Interest unpaid till 1922—that was the interest
added to the capital indebtedness two years ago—$7,181,659.89.—A. Where did
you get that? That is not right. That is not unpaid interest.

Q. That is unpaid interest as given in your report. “Interest charged and
accrued”.—A. Yes, but not unpaid. That seven million dollars is paid and
unpaid interest.

Q. Where do we get the unpaid interest?—A. I will have to get that for
you.
Q. I submit the report is not clear to me.—A. That is the interest that is
charged and accrued, exactly as it says it is. As a matter of fact, somewhere
about 50 per cent of that is paid, and about 50 per cent is unpaid. I may be
out a little in that, but that is the rough figure.

Q. I took it that this was unpaid, because it says “Interest charged and
accrued”. After that comes “Total loans including interest” and I took it that
was the total loans after that unpaid interest had been added to it in 1922.—
A. No, that $7,181,000 is all the interest that has been charged up on all loans,
including paid interest and unpaid interest. We have an interest account, and
the interest is charged up and entered in that account whether it is paid or
unpaid.

Q. Have you the unpaid interest?—A. No, I will have to get that for you.

Q. “Other expenditures, $1,116,512.56.” That is the total or net adminis-
tration charges regarding the settlement of Indians on land, and so on. I do not
know exactly what it includes, but that is the way it is put in your report.
Then the remission of interest would amount to about ten million dollars, I think
you told us.—A. For those settlers now on the land. It amounted to more than
that in 1922, it amounted to twelve million dollars, but since then settlers have
failed. For the settlers now on the land it amounts to ten million dollars.

Q. I thought we figured it about thirteen million—A. We figured about
twelve million.

Q. Is this the fact, that we are actually only out the ten million dollars due
to the fact that some of them failed?—A. Yes. The failures that have taken
place since consolidation—

Q. You have the land on your hands instead of the settler?—A. We have
the land on our hands.

Q. Of course, you say this interest is not interest unpaid?—A. No, not all.

Q. Can you give us an estimate of how much is unpaid?—A. I think it is
about 50 per cent, but I may be a little out there.

Q. I have that totalled up as $27,966,589.03; say we make that twenty-
eight million dollars. That would be administration charges, interest unpaid,
other expenditures, and remission of interest. Now, the total repayments amount
to $9,779,925.19, and the initial payments something over $100,000, making a
total of $9,957,000 roughly. Take that from the $27,000,000 and it leaves us
$18,000,000 on the wrong side of the ledger in the carrying on of the enterprise
since it was instituted.—A. You are out more than that, if you figure it that
way, because you are only figuring 5 per cent interest on the money, and most
of the money that is out has cost more than 5 per cent.

Q. I am just taking your own figures from your own report; I am not going
back of that at all. Personally,—and I have said this several times before—I
am surprised that you have not had more failures, but we are considering this
now from the aspect of how the country is going to get out of it. I think we will
all admit #hat there is going to be a loss to the country, and we must see how we
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can make that loss as small as possible—A. As far as your interest is concerned,
the whole origination of the scheme must have contemplated a loss to the coun-
try as a whole. There was mo chance to do otherwise, as far as the country
was concerned, but to lose money, because no provision was made for caring,
either by an interest charge over and above the amount of interest the country
was paying, or by any acceleration in prices, to cover your loss.

Q. There was no provision made to take care of the administration charges,
of course?—A. No provision made, and provision is not made to take care of
the interest charges that the country itself would have to pay for the money.

Q. That is, the money was loaned at a lower rate of interest than it was
costing the country, about one-half per cent?—A. Yes, about that. In any
ordinary business you figure on making a loss on some things and a profit on
others. In this case, every loss is a dead loss. The profit, if the profit accrues
from a good buy, goes to the man who bought, not to recompense anybody for
other losses which may have been made. I do not imagine for a moment any
one every thought that an organization could be created as this one was which
would not make some mistakes, in fact a good many mistakes.

Q. I do not think, Mr. Chairman, that we are laying these losses to mis-
takes; it is more to conditions over which nobody has control. Owing to a
deflation in the prices of products, while the price of everything else is going
up. I do not want to be misunderstood. Personally I have followed this work
very fully from the beginning, and I do not see any place where the Board
could have done any better than it has done. At the same time, I think we
must recognize that this scheme is in a very very precarious position at the
present time; that the country is going to have a very much greater loss than was
anticipated at the inception of the scheme, and our duty is to devise a way out
of this which will mean the least loss to the country, and the least loss to the
settlers—A. I do not see where the consideration of interest and administration,
except as a guide to what probable administration costs will be, or probable
interest costs will be in the future, will be very valuable. What has been lost,
whatever it may be, is lost. No action that you take is going to affect those
losses that have occurred. So attention must be rivitted on consideration of what

- is the probable loss in the future.

Q. And the only way to arrive at that is by the past history of the thing?
—A. What you do with regard to—your interest does not enter into it. If you
charge no interest, or make a capital cut, or a revaluation, call it anything you
will, you are taking that much for certain right away, without waiting for the
lapses of years to see what it will amount to. It does not affect the loss on your
interest in any way.

By Mr. Arthurs:

Q. You have already given us the figures as to the transactions between
yourselves and the Receiver General’s office?—A. Yes.

Q. Those are most enlightening, I think, and cover the ground fairly well.
Could you also give us an approximate estimate—I know it would be only an
approximation—of the amount, the percentage due to your Department with
regard to that which is liable to be repaid, and that portion which is liable to
be a loss, or the proportion of such loss? Do you understand what I mean?
There is a certain debit now as between you and the Receiver General, amount-
ing to roughly eighty or eighty-two million dollars.—A. There is ninety-four
million dollars. That covers everything.

Q. That is what I want to get at. Could you give us an estimate of the
probable assets collectable or partially collectable?—A. Of course, it is difficult
to do that, but I can give you this. Here is our loan statement, as far as the
settlers on the land are concerned. That is the first step in it, and I can give
you the interest that is paid out of that seven million dollars, too; I see I have
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it right here. The total loans to settlers, $100,425,000; interest paid by settlers
$4,014,000; initial payments returned, where no sale has been made, $1,667,000;
surplus returned on estates and foreclosures, $37,000. That makes a total dis-
bursement to settlers of $106,243,000. This is an entirely different account; it
is the settlers’ account. Now we have received as an offiset against that, from
settlers $5,788,000, in initial payments; in repayments of principal $8,961,000;
in repayments of interest $4,014,000, making a total of $18,763,000. The total
principal due by settlers is $87,480,164.

Q. The difference between that and $93,000,000 would be the loss up to the
present time, providing that was all collectable?—A. The only thing to be added
on to this would be the interest accrued since. Practically speaking, the real
loss on the thing is the difference between $94,000,000 and $87,000,000.

Q. Plus that part which is uncollectable?—A. Plus that part which is
uncollectable.

By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. To come back to those figures I was giving a few moments ago, I find
that your figures and mine would come to exactly the same, because part of
my figures were included in other items of yours—A. We have had repay-
ments on principal of $8,961,000, but that is not necessarily all repayments
on principal from settlers who are now on the land. Part of that has arisen
from salvage.

Q. Then your report here does not agree? You give it here, “ Repayments,
$9,779,925.19.”—A. Yes, that is the payments from settlers on the land.

Q. Now?—A. Yes, settlers on the land now.

Q. We want the totals. You are giving them now, but I have been figuring
from a wrong premise altogether, apparently. I thought the total repayments
meant the total repayments by soldiers who had been settled on the land.—A.
The total repayments are just as I have given them. That is not collections. I do
not want you to think we have collected that. That is the reason I gave the
figure of $12,000,000 because I had that in my mind; those are not collections.
We have collected $8,961,000 on principal and $4,000,000 on interest. Some of
that, the biggest part of that, is payments from settlers who are now on the
land, but there is a portion coming from the clearance of estates that have been
closed out.

Q. From resales of land?—A. From resales of land resales of stock and
equipment, and anything that is salvaged. That all comes back in, and is
credited.

Q. Then your amount of $9,000,000 for repayments by settlers would be
correct?—A. Yes, from a collection point of view.

Q. To make up your $12,000,000 the balance would include resales of
land?—A. Yes, and resales of stock and equipment, and anything that comes
back. We advanced $100,000,000 for these purposes. We sold a parcel of
land, say for $2,500, and that is credited as a payment.

Q. I would like to keep that part of it from the total repayments by settlers,
because this salvaging of land is another question and comes under a different
head in your report, I think.—A. This is the statement that you have to go on.

Q. Your standing with the Receiver General?—A. No. What I am giving
now is our general ledger account, on our loan ledger, showing the amount we
have advanced to settlers and the amount we have got back in on that account,
and the total balance that is outstanding and owing by settlers is $87,480,000.
As Colonel Arthurs said, the loss is the difference between that and the
$94,000,000, plus whatever is uncollectable of that $87,000,000. You have also
to add five years’ interest on the total amount.

Q. Then there is another feature of it, to answer which would be more

or less fortune telling. That is, the loss on your salvaged property. I think
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you told us a moment ago that most of the failures due to bad land were
salvaged; that is, that you have on your hands a lot of land that is admittedly
not fit for farming?—A. Yes.

By Mr. Ross:
Q. How much?—A. We have on our hands unsold, 2,800 parcels of land,
roughly.
Q. About how many acres?

By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. What is the average size of a farm?—A. That varies. I think I can
give you the acreage in a moment. That does not really tell you as much
as the number of farm units, because out in some parts of the country, in
British Columbia for example, some of the farms only consist of ten acres,
and yet they cost as much as a hundred-acre farm in Ontario.

By Mr. Ross:
Q. You have 2,800 farms?—A. Yes, farm units. In the West the size
would probably be 240 acres.

By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. Could you give us the average cost of these farms to you, the farms
you have on your hands?—A. Of that 2,800 farms you have, roughly speaking,
1,000 that we have nothing in for land. The land cost us nothing. There is
Dominion land that was a free entry, and there is the land that we advanced
on by way of mortgage.

Q. About how many would there be in that class?—A. Between the two
there is about 1,000, running about 800 in the first class, and 200 in the second;
just a little under a thousand cases altogether.

Q. That would be about 1,800 that you bought?—A. There are 1,800 pur-
chased farms that were really bought, which are on our hands and are undis-

posed of. )
Q. Could you give us a rough estimate of what those 1,800 farms cost you?

Mr. ArTHURS: We were told the other day that the other is worth $20
an acre.

By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. I take it you stand to make something on those 800 homestead farms,
if they are in a good locality. But are they mostly in a poor locality ?—A.
There are some of them in poor localities, and probably we will do no more
than clear the deficit that has occurred on stock and equipment, and for the
advances we made. In some cases they will not even do that, but on the whole
the Dominion lands will aggregate a surplus. How large it will be I do not
know.

. On your other 1,800, what percentage of them would you consider to be
land unsuitable for agriculture; that was the reason for abondonment?—A. I
would not like to hazard a guess on that.

Q. You told us a while ago that a large number of the failures were due
to the fact that they were on unsuitable land, and I would take it that those
farms were all on your hands yet?—A. No, not all. We have sold some land.
We have sold some to men who wanted them for pasture, for grazing land, or
something else. We have sold some of them for summer resorts; we have sold
them for a variety of things. As a matter of fact, on some of the poorest buys
we made, from a farming point of view, we have got out with a whole skin
because some fellow wanted it for a summer resort or a hunting camp or some-
thing like that.
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Q. Or a place for a still?—A. Well, as a matter of fact, in the province of
British Columbia, along the boundary line, we did not have enough salvaged
farms to go round. As fast as they come back on our hands we can get rid of
them. That is the situation there. There is not a large number of these cases,
but there are some. It does not necessarily follow—and this is the point I am
making—that the place we call unsuitable for farming is always unsaleable.
As a matter of fact, I could show you scores of places which we have sold,
places of that kind. Just the other day I approved the resale of a place at
quite a considerable surplus to a doctor who wanted this particular place. It
was only a small four-acre farm, and its real estate value was away above its
farm value. On the other hand, we have undoubtedly, as I have frankly said,
got, places still on our hands that personally I do not think are worth anything.
Our worst province in that regard is Manitoba.

Q. What amount of those would there be?—A. In Manitoba there prob-
ably would be 150 cases.

By Mr. Carroll:

Q. Is that in the open prairie country?—A. It is on the west side of Lake
Manitoba, between Lake Winnipeg and Lake Winnipegosis. Some of that
unsaleable stuff is not all purchased land. I do not know whether we have 150
purchased farms there or not. We had a great many in Quebec, but we have
taken large losses on the poor stuff there. In one case we bought what had
been a race track, all sandy soil, and on some resales we have taken losses as
high as $3,000.

By Mr. Wallace:

Q. Do you consider that you have any unsaleable farms in Ontario?—A.
I am not as conversant with Ontario as I am with some other provinces, but I
have no doubt that we have some farms that are not, under present conditions,
saleable. In eastern Canada, except for New Brunswick, we have cleaned up
our salvage pretty well. We have resold pretty well a very large percentage of
the stuff that has come back on our hands. Down in Elgin county and a por-
tion of Norfolk county we have some stuff that is going to be hard to sell, and
which will involve taking considerable losses, and we have odd farms here and
there in other parts of the province where losses undoubtedly will be involved.
We are taking losses all the time. While we have a paper surplus of $700,000
on the farms we have sold in the aggregate, in that are a great many farms
where we have taken large losses.

By Mr. Carroll:

Q. That case in Manitoba, was that in the first days of soldier settlement?
—A. It ran through 1919 and 1920.

Q. It did not happen after 1920 very much; you had better field men?—
A. Yes. In that case, quite frankly what happened, there was crooked work
involved. I was then in a field capacity with the Board, and I was summoned
to go to Manitoba and hold an inquiry under oath, to hold an investigation, as
a result of certain charges made by the G.W.V.A. in 1920. As a result of that
I recommended—, I summarily suspended two of our staff there, and recom-
mended summary dismissal. I also laid a criminal information against one of
the vendors who had been selling to us, and the result was that he skipped out
of the country, and we have not been able to get hold of him since.

Q. The Department took every precaution after that to see that things
were done in a more businesslike way?—A. Yes.

Q. And it was no fault of the Department in those days?—A. No doubt
about that. It would be an impossibility to go around and pick a staff of 1,600,
as we had at that time, and pick all honest men and men who were capable.
It could not be done. We were restricted to returned soldiers; personally I do
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not think we got any worse service because of that; in fact I think we got better
service. Some of the worst service we got was from the old loan company
inspectors.

By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. Did you not find this, that the old loan company inspectors were
inclined to unload properties on you which the loan companies were interested
in?—A. No, we did not have that. In the bad places where we have stuff,
loan companies had no loans for the most part. That was a most peculiar
thing, that we had loan company men sitting on our Advisory Board who
passed loans in districts where they themselves would not loan money at all.
I think the way they felt was that the man wanted the land there, and there
was a great deal of pressure brought to bear, when a man wanted one particular
piece of land. He wanted that particular piece and nothing else, and there
was a greater tendency to take his judgment.

Q. Do you know as a matter of fact that loan companies sometimes make
doubtful loans?—A. Yes.

Q. But there is this difference, that they only loan up to 50 per cent of
the value of the property. Probably that is something the loan company men
on your Advisory Board failed to grasp.—A. We got good service from them. I
am not reflecting on the loan company men at all, because those men who
sat on our loan committees gave us, in practically every case, extra good ser-
vice, and for a long time they gave it without recompense at all. They did that
until we began to unload them up with work, meeting after meeting, day and
night, and then a $10 a day fee was given them, for each day they worked.
Up to that time they were giving us their services for nothing, and they did
give us good service, and helped us wonderfully in instructing our staff. Every-
body was green on the thing, and lessons had to be learned, and the loan com-
pany men who sat on our Advisory Boards were all of great assistance. Only
in the odd districts like that in Manitoba—and there I think they thought
it was a chance to open up a new country. They figured there were four lines
of railroad running up into a more or less unsettled country, and they thought
if the men wanted to go there they should be allowed to.

Q. Then it was a new, unbroken section of the counrty?—A. Yes.

Q. It had not been proved as a farming section?—A. No, not altogether,
but I think there was enough information to keep us out of there.

Q. If good judgment had been used?—A. Yes. It needed a good stiff back-
bone in handling a settler and telling him he could not have assistance up in
that particular section. Of course, you get a great deal of pressure from locali-
ties against which you discriminate. For instance, if you go into southern
Alberta and say, “ This is a dry area, we will not give loans here at all” you
have tremendous pressure brought to bear from towns like Lethbridge and so
on, to make loans.

Now, I wanted to point out this, that 3.2 per cent of our men have paid off
their loans. 13 per cent have made substantial prepayments, and 27 per cent
are meeting their due payments in accordance with the terms of their existing
agreements. There is a statement used frequently by insurance companies, how
correct it is I do not know, that out of every 100 men, upon reaching the age of
65 only one becomes wealthy, four become well-to-do, and five are still having
to work for a living, while 54 are dependent upon friends and charity. They
said on a similar computation, actually the percentage of men who are doing
well under the Soldier Settlement scheme— unless farming is a lot bettter busi-
ness than other businesses— should only be about 6 per cent instead of 15 per
cent as it is, and the failures, instead of being 18.8 per cent as they are, should
be twice that in the five years time, unless farming is a better business than
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any other, and I do not believe it is, myself. If you put farming on a parity
with other businesses, then you should have looked for, in five years, a per-
centage of failure of about 35 per cent; you should have looked for a percent-
age of men making a considerable success of 6 per cent or 7 per cent.

By Mr. Speakman:

Q. If the soldier settler under the Act had ben treated with the same degree
of strictness that the average business man was; if the average farmer who had
borrowed money or was under obligation to a private loan company were
treated the same as a private business man, I think possibly the percentages
would be very much greater. Then there is another point in regard to those
who have succeeded in the sense that they have paid off the whole or a large
part of their obligations. Have you any idea at all as to how much of that
was paid through the man having come into money from other source? I know
of a number of cases, although I do not know in the least how far they are
general—but I know of a number of cases where a man married a woman who
had some money, and who used that money to pay off his obligations. I know
of other cases where a father stepped in to assist a son and give him the money
to pay off the loan.—A. That applies generally just the same. A returned
soldier starts a shoe business or a grocery business; he gets a windfall just the
sameﬂ so that factor will average out just the same in one business as in
another.

By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. There is this fact, that they paid no interest on their stock and equipment,
and made no repayment for the first three years.. Then for the last three years
they have paid no interest at all. They have had a better chance in that respect
than a man under ordinary conditions. We admit that the percentage is very
satisfactory, but to make an active comparison with ordinary conditions, you
must allow for these other circumstances.—A. Quite; I quite admit that, but I do
say that when this scheme was inaugurated, people looking forward to it should
have considered that even with the special advantages that were given, 5%
of the men having a considerable success is a good percentage, and I do not
care so much how it came about. Some men may have achieved their success
by selling the land, and some from windfalls. A great many of them have made
their success off the farm. There is the man in Frontenac county who has
reduced his loan from $6,000 down to about $1,000, just from the farm.

Q. If there had been no remission of interest, do you not think the percentage
of failures would have been much larger in the last two years?—A. Yes, T think it
undoubtedly was a great assistance. It undoubtedly checked off failures. But
our district superintendents all tell us this, that it has had the effect also of
holding the man on the land who, in his own interest and in our interest,
should have failed. In their own interest and in our interest, the sooner they
got off the land the better for them. That is not their place, yet some of them
are holding on. Undoubtedly it saved a great many. I am not trying to argue
that the concession made two years ago did not help in preventing salvage. It
did. The whole point I am making is that when you determine whether this is
successful, I think the people should not expect too much, considering the way it
was started. Leaving out economic conditions, you start out 23,000 men with
practically all borrowed capital, and put them into any business, and your
percentage of men who, at the end of five years, are really in a strong position,
is going to be very limited, and your percentage of failures must necessarily be
very high, or else farming is a better business than any other, and I do not

believe that. I am not arguing that it is.
[Major John Barnett.]
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By Mr. Speakman:

Q. Just touching one thing, as to the effect of the amendments, I noticed
in your report where it speaks of the diminution of almost 50% in abandon-
ments, it goes on to say, “Undoubtedly, however, the decrease in the number
reported as failures was due to the legislation which was passed by Parlia-
ment in the summer of 1922.” So evidently the opinion of your officials is that
it was due to the amendments passed—A. Yes, but a great many of those
abandonments, a considerable number—there are those 2,000 cases we have still
on our hands, and a very considerable number who, but for the extension that
was given, would have salvaged. It just deferred the day, as far as those people
are concerned, but to the other settlers it did substantial good. I am not arguing
that the concessions were not of value, because they were of very great value.

Q. Now, there is just one other thing. I have made the two recommendations
that I have to make. I feel that from all the reports that we can get, any relief
that is given will make a material difference to the individual man, but so far
as failures is concerned, so far as collecting back money is concerned, if we are
able to deal with these special cases, if we are given power so that the man
who is on bad land, improperly settled can be adjusted and put right, and his
debt cut down—when you deal with all these cases and then take out the balance
who will be helped by nothing, taking the men who, no matter what you do,
cannot be helped, the number of men who are actually in need of relief, who are
going to fail if they do not have relief of some sort, is very small. That is our
conclusion, if you deal with the special cases. Furthermore, the remedy, the
thing that is troubling our soldier settlers is the thing troubling all farmers. It
is the high cost of what they buy and the low cost of what they sell, and if
I could put it in the form of a smile, a man who has something wrong with him
internally, is not cured by putting a plaster on his back that is going to relieve
his pain for a little while. The thing is to get at the root of the disease. With
the soldier settler who is being burdened by that situation, and that is the only
trouble he has, in fairness the only remedy that should be applied is the thing that
will deal with him as it will with all other farmers. There should be no reason
for making special cases out of it, because that would be only a palliative, and
not a remedy. If it is felt that something should be done, then I think the
suggestion made by the Ralston Commission, which had an opportunity of
hearing soldier settler witnesses all over the country, who gave evidence before
that commission in Winnipeg, in Vancouver, and at a great many points, that
you cannot determine on a revaluation or a capital cut what amount should be
given is good. Present prices today, and the present economic situation are not,
the slightest bit indicative of what the situation will be ten years from now.
It may be even more flourishing than it was in 1919. The whole thing may have
righted itself by legislation, by co-operation or by a general state of the world,
anything you might go on and you cannot determine what the settler has suffered
or what he is likely to suffer when you have only passed five years of a twenty-
five year period, so that the logical thing, if you do want anything at all is to
give a pledge to the men that they will have revaluation, that they will have an
inquiry determining what it is but at such time when an average can be struck.
That seems to me the substantial and the solid way. If you are going to do any-
thing do it at a time when you can determine what is the average for 25 years.

By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. You say give the men a guarantee they will get revaluation. I would
rather put it, “ Give justice over the whole term ”. It would be futile to bring
such a recommendation as that to Parliament to-day. It would be futile to
make a recommendation to Parliament promising readjustment 15 years from
now.—A. Power can be given adding a clause to the agreement for the amount
to be determined to be paid under that. There is nothing to prevent that being

[Major John Barnett.]
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done. Empower the Board to add that clause, that in 10 years’ time or five
years’ time an average could be struck. )

Q. You say add it to the settler’s contract?—A. Yes, make it a part of his
contract.

Q. The difficulty is this, the contracts were already made with these men.
I presume it is not intended to go ahead in any extended degree?—A. We have
altered the contract two or three times and where it is altered for the benefit of
the settler, of course any clause that would be added to his contract would only
be ‘where inquiry would show that he had suffered loss. Where he made a
good buy he would have the benefit of his good buy but where the amendment
1s made it could be made in favour of the settler. This Parliament is not going
to change it or a succeeding Parliament only in so far as it might be amended
further to his further advantage. That is what I certainly felt, and to get at
the root of the question of the whole situation, that suggestion of the Ralston
Commission is the sound one and the right one but supposing that the Com-
mittee felt that something should be done immediately, something tangible in
the sense of a direct cut, then I have changed my attitude since the last time
and I felt this that as between interest exemption or a capital cut, if the object
is to retain men on the land, then there should be a capital cut outright and
not a camouflage under interest exemption is far preferable. I might tell you
why. Our interest exemption failed the last time because settlers did not
appreciate that they got anything. They had some idea that that interest they
were exempted, which in some cases amounted to $1,400 in the individual
settler’s case but the settler thought somewhere he was paying it on the end
and he did not re-act to it at all.

Q. Do you think that is very general?>—A. Yes, I think that is very
general. We have examined it. It is not only general among soldier settlers
but it is general publicity. There is a feeling that that interest concession was
not any great concession. The settler understands consolidation; he understands
his payment are less, but he understands that somewhere on the end that
interest is being charged up against him.

Q. It is simply a case of the deferred interest?—A. Yes. If you want to
get the psychological effect, whatever he is given, if you are going to hope to
realize anything that may in holding settlers on the land, any relief that is
given has to be given in the way that he can understand it and that makes
that situation, that he looks over his farm, and he says, “ Prices are away down.
This outfit that I bought for $6,000 is only worth four or five thousand dollars
to-day.” That is my feeling as between interest exemption,— and I know
there are a great many difficulties in the way of capital cuts, but if the central
idea is to have some effect on the men on the land, then as between those two
I think if power is given to us to deal with the individual case and with the
right and wrong and if at most the contract is amended to provide for all cases
of revaluation in a period of 10 or 12 years, that that meets the situation and
will have just as good an effect as any concrete proposition that can be made.

Q. I can see the difficulty of that deferring of revaluation. It sort of says,
“If I work hard and I make my payments I do not get any cut.”—A. The man
that makes his payments gets just as much of a cut.

Q. I would hate to think also that our soldier settlers were so ignorant
that they did not realize this remission of interest was a big thing to them. I
have not found any in New Brunswick.—A. I found in your own county, travel-
ling through my old home case after case of the settler all along the road—they
all knew that consolidation meant a lot but they did not appreciate it. For
instance a settler named Pratt in Hartland had $1,200 of a gift and never knew
it at all.

6—11 [Major John Barnett.]
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Q. Do you think that man Pratt is a fairly representative case?—A. All
the way down circling from Hartland to Woodstock I never struck one that
appreciated he got anything on his interest cut, never struek one man.

By Mr. Knox:

Q. What do you think of the argument put up by some people that the
capital cut might be taken by returned men as a hand out to men on the
land?—A. There is perhaps a little more danger of that than there is on the
interest exemption. There is perhaps considerably more danger, but in the long
run, getting down, it is the same thing. For instance, the fellow who has been
paying off his loan to us, if he had invested it in bonds—we have some fellows
who have made their payments by selling bonds, which brought in 5 per cent.
If they had not paid that money they would get the benefit of an interest exemp-
tion. On the other hand we have the returned soldier, who owes banks, who
owes implement companies and he is paying eight or nine per cent on his debt.
That soldier settler is paying eight or nine per cent while the soldier settler who
owes the Government is paying nothing. When you get down to it it is the
same thing. There is not much distinctioin in the two methods and you have
the disadvaantage, as I say, of the settler not knowing what he is getting.

By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. You speak of the soldier settler owing banks and machinery companies.
Do you find that class of settler has much credit?—A. I am speaking of the
soldier settler we did not buy for, but there are some of our settlers where unfor-
tunately one of the causes of failure is the fact that they could owe banks and
implement companies.

Q. They have no credit with anybody?—A. They had credit. We have a
lot of cases now where we are paying off the creditors. I can quote case after
case where we are handling the whole of the receipts of the man, everything he
gets in, in an effort to pay off these people who sold to him.

Q. If you continue to pay those debts I think you will have a very hard
time?—A. The thing is this, that it is the only hope, if the man is to get these
other things wound up and we have made them sell that surplus stuff they
bought; we have made him undertake to pay his proceeds into us; we are acting
as a trustee for him directly on all his receipts. A lot of our men are put into
salvage by their outside debts. We have also a lot of men who have surplus
portions of land. They had a quarter section and they went and bought a half
section on their own hook. That is a very difficult case to handle too.

Witness retired.
The Committee adjourned until Friday June 6, 1924.
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CommirTEE Room 429,
House or ComMmons,
Monpay, June 9, 1924.

The Special Committee appointed to consider questions relating to Pensions,
Insurance and Re-establishment of Returned Soldiers, met at 11 o’clock a.m.,
the Chairman, Mr. Jean J. Denis, presiding.

The CuaRMAN: Gentlemen, we will now proceed. As far as I can see we
have a quorum.

Mr. Knox: Before Colonel Thompson proceeds I would like to arise to a
question of privilege. At our last meeting, when Major Barnett was concluding
his evidence I had asked him in regard to a suggested amendment or improve-
ment dealing with soldiers lands. I had asked him what he thought of the
argument, put up by some people that a capital cut might be taken by returned
men as a hand-out to the men on the land and I am reported here as having
asked what he thought of the argument put by some people that the capital
cut may be taken by returned men and handed out to men on the land. I just
want to point it out so that it might be corrected.

Colonel Joun THoMPsoON called, sworn:

By the Chairman:

Q. You are Chairman of the Board of Pension Commissioners?—A. Yes.

Q. Would you kindly tell the Committee now what is your opinion about
the different recommendations that were made by the Ralston Commission
regarding the Pension Act?—A. I am reading from the second interim report
from the Ralston Commission dated May, 1924. At page 9 appears the first
section referred to by the report. It deals with Section 11 (1) (b) (Formerly
25) (3). It reads as follows:

“No deduction shall be made from the degree of actual disability of
any member of the Forces who has served in a theatre of actual war on
account of any disability or disabling condition which existed in him
at the time at which he became a member of the Forces; provided that
no pension shall be paid for a disability or disabling condition which at
such time was wilfully concealed, was obvious, was not of a nature to
cause rejection from service or was a congenital defect.”

The recommendation with regard to that section will be found at page 10,
about the middle of the page headed, “Recommendation of Commission” and
this is the recommendation.

“That necessary steps be taken to ensure that the interpretation
and practice indicated in the Instruction above quoted is invariably
followed.”

I might say that is the practice as far as I am aware and any case which
comes up for review where that was not followed the readjustment is made
accordingly. I understand there were a number of cases, not many, in the flood
of demobilization which were not pensioned strictly in accordance with that
section but I think I am safe in saying that where any such case is brought
to our attention the necessary adjustment is made.

6113
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Mr. Suaw: Shall we ask questions as we go along?
The CuHAIRMAN: Yes.

By Mr. Shaw:

Q. I would like to ask with regard to that question of wilful concealment
referred to in the section, are you aware, Colonel Thompson, of the case of the
man Liddell, who had some mental disturbance prior to enlistment and was
accepted as fit and the ground taken by the Pension Board was that he wilfully
concealed his disability ?—A. Yes, I think that was so.

Q. It comes under this particular section?—A. Yes.

Q. Do you think that the case, while it might have been in accordance
with the section is in accord with what was just and right?—A. I think so. I
did sign the judgment. I think it is quite fair. I might just read the judgment.
I{ will show what the circumstances were in that case. (Reads):

“No. 865625, Pte. Herbert S. Liddell, 8th Bn.

1. The marginally noted was in a mental institution in England in
1906.

2. He was in a mental institution in England in 1907.

3. He was in a mental institution in Canada in 1913.

4. He was in a mental institution in Canada in 1915.

5. All the above mental episodes were prior to enlistment.

6. The man enlisted in the forces the day he was discharged from
Brandon Asylum.

7. His condition was wilfully concealed.

8. He had no further mental episode on service.

9. He was discharged in June 1919.

10. In May 1920—one year post discharge—he was admitted to
Selkirk Mental Hospital.

11. His condition always has been dementia praecox.

12. Medical opinion is strongly to the effect that there was no
aggravation on service. Specialists—namely, Drs. C. H. Clark and
Farrar—are very strongly of the opinion that there is no relation what-
soever between the present mental condition and service. They state
that there was no mental reduction on service.

13. Dr. Barnes considers that probably there was some aggravation
on service.

14. Bearing in view Dr. Barnes’ certificate that there probably was
some aggravation on service the Board, after giving the man the benefit
of a very attenuated doubt, considers such aggravation on service was
negligible, although the great weight of medical testimony was to the
effect, that there was no aggravation on service.”

Q. As far as the Pension Board was concerned they held that he wilfully
concealed his prior mental episode?—A. Yes.

Q. What do you mean by wilful concealment?—A. We considered it was
something he ought to have disclosed to the recruiting officers.

Q. Is he called upon to disclose them?—A. I do not know, I am sure.
He may have been asked.

Q. If he were really insane he likely would not disclose it?—A. If he was
insane at the time he might or might not; I do not know.

Q. If he were insane he would not disclose it because he would think he
was perfectly sane?—A. He had no further episode on service at all. I presume
the fact that he was freed from the Brandon Asylum would show that he was
not insane when he was discharged. , : :

Q. He was not insane?—A. No, I would not think so.

[Colonel Thompson.]
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Q. Why should he be called upon to disclose the prior mental disturbances?
—A. Because they were so numerous. There was one in 1907, one in 1913, one
in 1915, one in 1919, and the day he was discharged from the asylum he
enlisted.

Q. He would be discharged as fit from the asylum?—A. He probably would
not be insane. He had dementia praecox. It had existed right along. I am
not a medical man to say whether a man who has dementia praecox gets cured
of it but my interpretation is that you are never cured of it.

Q. The man apparently served for a long while and he came back and
had a recurrence. Apparently according to the memorandum you read the
D.S.C.R. admitted disability for the purpose of giving him treatment?—A. 1
do not know. I cannot say as to that.

Q. Your records would indicate that they admitted an aggravation of the
disability?—A. No. That is when it came up for pension purposes.

Q. But he had received treatment after his discharge from the D.S.C.R.?—
A. That I cannot say. I have not got the files. I have just this part of it.

Q. Do you not think that the fact that the man was accepted as fit for
service by the medical staff of the army should be a starting point instead of
going back through all his previous history?—A. I think it is very unsafe,
knowing the thousands of cases where they were clearly not fit.

By Mr. Humphrey:
Q. But accepted as fit?—A. Accepted as fit, but clearly obviously not fit.

By Mr. Shaw:

Q. What is the responsibility of the medical officers in the army?—A. I
take them as they appear before us, as pensioners.

Q. I want to find out now what purpose is to be served in having an
examination when the man goes into the service. Why have one at all under
the circumstances?— A. I do not know. I cannot answer that. The examina-
tion of course, in the United States was a very strict examination and for that
reason their section dealing with similar cases would appear on page 9 and this
is their provision.

“That a member of the Forces shall be taken to have been in sound
condition when enrolled for service, except as to defects, disorders or
infirmities.”

By Mr. Humphrey:

Q. Under this clause, in all your pension cases, has it been the practice
of the Board to refer back previous to enlistment to cases that would come
under pre-war disability or under the clause “wilfully concealed ?”—A. Oh,
yes. Some are not given a pension on that ground. I cannot cite an exact
case but the case of a man who had something wrong with his spine. He had
been on pension for some time but it was quite clear he had no injury on service
and he was examined by the pension examiner as to how it was he was passed
by a doctor and he said, “I turned so he could not see there was anything
wrong with me.”

Q. No provision is made for the medical examiners’ oversight in that way,
no responsibility placed upon the Crown or the country in that respect ?—A.
That I do not know.

Q. No consideration has been given by the Board of Pension Commis-
sioners to that responsibility upon the country?—A. No, not as far as that goes.

By Mr. Arthurs: ;

Q. Is any distinction made between the man who has only passed perhaps
one medical éxamination, that is taken upon his enlistment, and the man who
[Colonel Thompson.]
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has had many subsequent examinations both in Canada and in England before
proceeding overseas, where no defect was found? In any of these examinations
would that have any effect on the decision of the Board?—A. Yes. If I might
give you two illustrations that recently came before the Board, namely, where
a man came from England a number of years ago where the man was free from
bronchitis for five or six years and served for one or two years in England
before he got to France. There was no question about that. We gave him
his full pension, but against that a man enlisted and he broke down—I forget
whether he got to France—but when he was examined in England, he said, “I
have had bronchitis right along regularly since I was thirteen years of age.”
That man was reduced in pension. I cite those two cases to show a distinction
between what we consider a concealed case and one which is established.

Q. Mr. Shaw says there is a certain liability incurred by the Crown when
they make an examination of a man, approving him as fit before he enlists.
Subsequent to that almost every man was examined in Canada several times
and again on arrival in England before departure for France. People from
Canada were examined at least five times in Canada before a Board of three
doctors and they threw out certain men and they were examined again in
England. If the man passed all these examinations it should be prima facie
evidence that he is fit, should it not?—A. It would depend. I would not say
definitely yes, but I regret to say a heavy percentage in the battalion which
I was serving in that reached England were obviously unfit after four examina-
tions before they left Canada. :

By Mr. Clark:

Q. In the case we are discussing did the man reach France?—A. The
mental case?

Q. Yes.—A. Yes, and he served in France.

Q. Did his medical history sheet show how often he had been examined?—
A. T do not know. That would show. I have not got that here.

The CraARMAN: Perhaps I might point out to the members of the Com-
mittee that particular cases are not to be discussed now unless they have some
bearing on general principles. This is not in the way of criticism at all but
in order to carry out our work. If any member should come along with cases
having a general bearing we can examine the Chairman of the Pension Com-
missioners but particular cases would get us nowhere at all. There is another
redress for anybody who might claim that in some particular case the Board
has made a mistake or did not do justice but if the particular case has some
bearing on the general principle then it is quite evident that this case can be
quoted; otherwise particular cases should not be brought before the Committee
now. Moreover if some members of the Committee would like to bring up
some particular cases notice might be given and in that case the Chairman
would be in a position to answer questions. Of course as we all know there
are about 40,000 cases all told and the Chairman is not in a position to answer
offhand concerning any particular case. On the other hand I wish to point
out to members of the Committee that I do not want in any way to restrain their
actual course. If the Committee is satisfied with the explanations given to you
with regard to Section 11 (1) (b), Colonel Thompson will proceed with the next
recommendation.

Mr. Suaw: This seems to me one of the most important sections in the
whole Act. I did not have any intention of citing particular cases except that
it is so well known to the press and otherwise and it brings up the question
of a very grave weakness in the section. That is the reason I wanted it

discussed and I wanted to get the interpretation of Colonel Thompson not only
[Colonel Thompson.]
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of the “ wilfully concealed ” part of the section but also what is understood in
the rulings of the Pension Board by “ was obvious ? “was not of a nature to
cause rejection from service” or “ was a congenital defect ?, Could Colonel
Thompson give us a limitation to these words in each case?

Wirness: I cannot do that offhand now. If you can give me any particular
case I can tell you whether we pensioned him or not.

By Mr. Humphrey:

Q. If there was an amendment in the Pension Act to-day to this effect the
same as is now in force in the United States, that a man upon enlistment, being
medically examined would be taken to have been in sound condition, under those
cases of “wilfully concealed” would he become entitled to a pension?—A. I
should say in the United States the mental case would not be pensioned.

Q. He would have been taken as a sound man?—A. Except as to defects,
disorders or infirmities. It is quite impossible for me to state or for any person
to state that this, that or the other thing would be obvious in one general defini-
tion now. The Statute says what shall be pensioned and what shall not be
pensioned. Therefore it is only possible for the Board of Pension Commissioners
to decide when any particular case comes up as to whether that will be or will
not be pensioned, pensioned for aggravation or pensioned in the whole.

By Mr. Shaw:

Q. You must predicate your decision upon certain facts. You must have
the facts before you?—A. Yes.

Q. In what form are the facts presented to you? I understand the Board
of Pension Commissioners sit in Ottawa but we will presume the man is out in
Vancouver; how are the facts presented to you?—A. We have the headquarters
file, the medical documents, the record of his various examinations and we have
the case prepared, embodying all facts and circumstances. That is the way it
is presented.

Q. Take for instance the expression “ wilfully concealed ”?—A. Yes.

Q. “ Wilful ” indicated an intention in the mind of the soldier in question.
How can you determine that?—A. We would have to take that from all the
circumstances of the file.

Q. You draw your conclusions from the facts as presented to you in
writing by your officers and any other source from which you can get them?—
A. Yes. We never see the man himself unless he comes to Ottawa. A few
years ago one of the Commissioners would go on tour and see any complainant.

By Mr. Clark:

Q. Could you give us any estimate of the number of cases that have been
refused pension because of wilful concealment?—A. I could not say offhand.

Q. I find these four phrases very difficult to interpret and I think it
would shorten the matter for the Committee if we could get a concise state-
ment prepared for presentation to the Committee at a later date and it would
probably save us a good deal of time in discussing it now. We could then
discuss it after we have seen a short summary of the legal interpretation of these
four phrases—A. My impression is, Mr. Chairman, that this section was
discussed at length before at one if not at more of the proceedings of the Par-
liamentary Committees.

By Mr. Shaw:

Q. They did not rely on the soldier for any information at all? As a
rule they did not rely on the soldier at all?—A. As to his eye-sight.
[Colonel Thompson.]
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Mr. Arthurs: -

Q. They did not rely on the soldier at all, from my experience, except as
to his age, his married condition and so forth?—A. As to his eye-sight.

Q. There would be a test for that—A. I mean he was asked questions as
to what he saw, what he read.

Q. He could deceive the examiner there. The test was somewhat difficult
usually?—A. Yes. So far as any interpretation of the Act is concerned I can
get that, unless T am in doubt. If I am in doubt I consult the Justice Depart-
ment and in particular cases I have to get the premises from the medical branch
as to what this or that or the other means.

The next recommendation is at the top of page 11, section 12, subsection 1,
which reads as follows:

“A pension shall not be awarded when the death or disability of the
member of the Forces was due to improper conduct as herein defined 3
provided that the Commission may, when the applicant is in a dependent
condition, award such pension as it deems fit in the circumstances and
provided also that the provision of this section shall not apply when the
death of the member of the Forces concerned has oceurred on service
prior to the coming into force of the Pension Act.”

A recommendation will be found on page 13, about the middle of the page.
This is the recommendation.

“That Section 12 (1) be amended so that the prohibition there im-
posed shall only apply to improper conduct after enlistment; and

“2. That the discretion to award pensions should be exercised in
case of dependency, even where the misconduct was on service.”

I might explain, Mr. Chairman, that at the present time if a man contracts
a venereal disease on service we give no pension with respect to disability.
Giving any pension in respect of misconduct is a matter of discretion with the
Board and where a man suffered from venereal disease prior to enlistment, pro-
vided he reached the theatre of war, the Board awards him a pension on dis-
charge commensurate with his disability. Supposing a man enlists and he had
prior to enlistment, venereal disease and reaches France and is discharged, we
give him 50 per cent of the pension but we do not increase it.

By Mr. Clark:

Q. This 50 per cent of the disability would not be due to that disease prior
to enlistment. That is 50 per cent disability due to something else?—A. Fifty
per cent disability in respect of syphilis. If he is suffering 50 per cent we give
it to him. If he is suffering 80 per cent we give him 80 per cent but if it goes
on we do not increase the award. Under the recommendation, if the venereal
disease is contracted prior to enlistment or contracted on service he would be
pensioned but it would appear to me that with regard to the second recom-
mendation that is a premium on immorality. If a man on service in France
suffered from venereal disease he was not sent into the line. He was sent to
the hospital and did not serve and if such a man on discharge is to be pensioned
in respect of immorality it appears to me that is a premium on immorality.

By Mr. Humphrey:

Q. Do you not think with your interpretation you would have a pretty
moral army with the interpretation that you have placed in that way placing a
premium, you would have a very moral army? You would not take into con-
sideration the other qualifications of the man regarding pensionable disability?
—A. I did not quite get you.

[Colonel Thompson.]
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Q. I just want to bring out your taking into consideration the morals of
the men. You do not take into consideration the service of that man, his service
to the country as a soldier?—A. No man is pensioned for his service to the
country.

Q. He is pensioned for his disability >—A. He is pensioned for his disability,
yes.

By Mr. Shaw:

Q. Supposing, Colonel Thompson, that the man had venereal disease before
he enlisted you would have no record of that except subsequently. Perhaps
you might say that he wilfully concealed it. There was no aggravation on
service or by service. Then is the man denied a pension?—A. Well, in the
case that you cite he would be discharged without disability, I presume.

Q. In that case, in any event, even if there was aggravation, he would not
be pensioned or would he?—A. Well, it depends. If a man was suffering from
syphilis or gonorrhea and he never passed beyond England, we would give
no pension to him on discharge. If the man enlisted and reached France the
Board decided, in their discretion, that they would pension that man to the
extent of his disability with regard to venereal disease on discharge. They
would pension him to the extent that the war had damaged him.

By Mr. Arthurs:

Q. I would like to ask one question: You have stated that you would give
disability in the case of a man who had venereal disease previous to enlistment
and who was discharged with a disability of 50 per cent?—A. Up to 100 per
cent provided he reached France.

Q. In that case was it wilfully concealed? That was one of the questions
asked on the man’s entry into the forces, was he or had he been suffering from
syphillis or gonorrhea.—A. He might or might not. I do not know. I cannot
say offhand at all.

Q. Is there any justification for granting a pension to this man who had
wilfully concealed the fact that he was suffering from this disease before enlist-
ment and refusing pension to a man if he does not disclose the fact that he
had, at one time or another, pneumonia?—A. That is largely a medical question.

Q. I do not want it from a medical attitude—A. It is the basis of the
decision and what I am told. I am speaking with a certain amount of diffidence
and I think I am safe in saying if the man had syphilis he might very readily
believe he was cured of it and had been cured of it for some considerable time.

Q. Would not that apply the same in pneumonia?—A. I should think not.

Q. A man might have had pneumonia in his early childhood and be per-
fectly cured—A. I doubt that. I think there might be the damaged lungs
there which might light up at any time.

Q. Personally I cannot see any distinction between the two classes of cases.
—A. If he had had pneumonia—I speak with a certain amount of diffidence—
I think there would be no question about it.

Q. But he might not be aware that he had a damaged lung any more than
a man who had at one time suffered from syphilis, who still had the germs of
syphilis in his system.—A. I should think there would be a wvast difference
between the man who had suffered from pneumonia and the man who had
suffered from syphilis. Pneumonia is a very common disease, commonly dis-
cussed, talked about, one case not infrequently compared with another. A man
might think he had no damage from syphilis, which has always been a matter
which is very rarely discussed in public.

By Mr. Speakman:

Q. There is one question I would like to ask you. It is a matter which

was brought to my attention by some medical men at home. Is the fact that
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a man is suffering from syphilis or any venereal disease taken as prima facie
evidence that he has been guilty of any immoral conduct.—A. Yes.

Q. I was asking whether in every case the fact that men are suffering
from some venereal disease was taken as prima facie evidence that they had
been guilty of immoral conduct?—A. In the vast majority of cases. I only
know of one case where there might be some doubt as to whether it was due
to personal immorality.

Q. Some medical men discussed it with me and expressed a doubt. They
said it was frequently contracted, in their opinion, through contact and also
through infected surroundings, that it could be contracted without personal
immorality, but I was just asking as a general rule whether the presence of
syphilis or venereal disease was taken as evidence of immoral conduct.—A.
Yes.

(Discussion followed.)

The Wirness: The next section is No. 12, on page 13, subsection 2. This
is what they call a “compassionate clause”, which was passed at the last session
of Parliament. It was made part of section 12, which I have already read, and
reads as follows:

“Section 12 (2).—Any individual case which, in the opinion of the
majority of the members of the Pension Board and the Appeal Board
acting jointly, appears to be especially meritorious and for which in
said opinion no provision has been made in this Act, because such case
did not form part of any class of case, may be made the subject of an
investigation and adjudication by way of compassionate pension or
allowance irrespective of any schedule to this Act.”

That amendment was considered by the Board of Pension Commissioners
and the Federal Appeal Board in joint session, and both Mr. Reilly and myself,
the two members of the legal profession on the joint Boards, were firmly of the
opinion that this amendment forming part of the Misconduct Clause, as it did,
did not affect any class of cases, because all classes in regard to misconduct had
already been dealt with. Of course, that is a matter of interpretation of the
statute. The classes of misconduct were already covered by Section 12. An
amendment was made thereto stating that where any class of cases was not
provided for, the two Boards in joint session might give a pension. As a matter
of fact all classes of cases had been provided for. It was a point made by
General Clark, as a matter of fact, in the House of Commons last year, that
this amendment did not affect any cases, and that is the conclusion we came to.
Now we come to the recommendation on page 15.

By Mr. Shaw:

Q. You say it did not affect any cases?>—A. None at all.

Q. So as it stands, the section is wholly inoperative?—A. Wholly so. You
see, the recommendation made by Mr. Reilly and myself at page 14. Then, we
come to the recommendation of the Royal Commission, at the foot of page 15.

“Recommendation of Commission re Section 12 (2). That any pro-
vision deemed necessary for permitting the grant of a compassionate
pension or allowance in an individual case of exceptional merit and hard-
ship be made by way of an entirely independent and substantive section,
the constitution of the body empowered to make such grant to be as in
Section 12 (2). The maximum amount of such grant to be fixed and the
necessary procedure to be laid down.”

What is suggested is that that amendment which was passed last year and
attached to section 12 should be taken out of section 12 and made an independent

section, either worded as it is at present, or differently. But while it is attached
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to section 12 it is inoperative. We had no disagrement on that, I may say. I
would like to call the attention of the committee to the amendment. I will read
it again:

“Section 12 (2).—Any individual case which, in the opinion of the
majority of the members of the Pension Board and the Appeal Board
acting jointly, appears to be especially meritorious and for which in said
opinion no provision has been made in this Act, because such case did not
form part of any class of case, may be made the subject of an investigation
and adjudication by way of compassionate pension or allowance irrespec-
tive of any schedule to this Act”.

With regard to any cases which were brought to the notice of the Pension
Board, my information is that none of them would come within that wording.
I think I ought to enlighten the committee on that. That is my own opinion
on it, and so far as any applications were made to the Federal Appeal Board,
and which the Federal Appeal Board brought to the notice of the Board of
Pension Commissioners, in my opinion none of these cases came within the
wording of this section. There were innumerable applications made. I did not
see them all, because they did not all come to the Pension Board, but Mr. Reilly
drew what he called type cases, and in my opinion none of them came within
this wording. If it is the desire of the committee that these cases should have
attention, then I suggest that this section be reworded, because I think we cannot
grant any pensions to any of the cases I saw on file on the wording of the section
as it now stands. I thought I ought to make that clear to the committee.

By the Chairman:

Q. Is it on account of the words, “no provision has been made in this Act”?
—A. Yes. My opinion was that the wording of the statute as it now stands
would meet quite a number of cases which are not provided for with regard to
pensions, where pensions should be granted in order to do the fair thing by the
man who was killed. I think this wording of the statute will cover a large
number of such cases, or rather not a large number, but quite a number of such
cases, but none of these people, so far as I know at the present moment, have
made any application for pension. The wording as it now stands will not cover
any one of the flood of cases in respect to which application has been made.

By Mr. Shaw:

Q. What is the suggestion, that something be added to it?—A. The drafting
of a statute as you realize, Mr. Shaw, is a highly technical thing, and I would
not presume for a moment off-hand now to give a wording which I would suggest
to the committee to cover any of the cases on file.

Q. That is the point, the part of the section you refer to, “no provision has
been made in this Act”’?—A. That is just the point. Provision has been made
under the statute for almost all sorts of cases, and these cases which are on
file now, either before our Board or before the Federal Appeal Board—and I
will get a synopsis of them before the committee—all these casess are either
already legislated for, or there is legislation either in favour or against that
class of case, and none of them come within the wording of this section.

By Mr. Clark:
Q. We must make a subsequent section of it?—A. No question about it.
Q. That is the first thing, and secondly, we should have a section along
these lines, “....or any individual case which appears to be specially meritorious
and which is not pensionable under the other provisions of this Aect....”;
something along that line, which may be dealt with say by a majority of the
[Colonel Thompson.]
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Board.—A. You see the point I make? If there is legislation against a type
of case, this wording as it now stands will include that, even if you make an
independent section of it.

Q. I say first make an independent section, and then a provision somewhat
along these lines, “....any individual case which in the opinion of a majority
of the two Boards is specially meritorious and which is not pensionable under
any other provision of this Act, pension may be awarded by a majority of
the members of the Pension Board and the Appeal Board sitting jointly....”;
something along that line would cover it.—A. Undoubtedly it could be drafted.
I just wish to make it clear that if the present amendment is simply taken out ¢
of section 12 and made an independent section, it will not affect any, will not
give a pension to any of the flood of cases now in file, but it will give a pension
to some very worthy cases, in respect of which I think no application has been
filed.

Q. May I suggest that Colonel Thompson take this wording under con-
sideration and give us his opinion at the next meeting of the Committee?
“ Any individual case which, in the opinion of the majority of the members of
the Pension Board and the Appeal Board acting jointly, appears to be especially
meritorious and which is not pensionable under any other provision of this
Act, may be made the subject of investigation and adjudication by way of a
compassionate pension or allowance, irrespective of any schedule to this Act”.
May I ask that that be taken under consideration and an opinion given on it
at a future meeting of the Committee? As far as I am concerned, I am very
anxious to see such a provision put into this Act, to cover cases which are not
provided for or rather which are not pensionable under the Act as it now stands.
—A. Might I suggest, Mr. Chairman, that this section be referred to the
Justice Department for drafting? I would say right offhand that General
Clark’s wording would not meet the case.

By Mr. Shaw:

Q. Let me make a suggestion, then. Let it read this way, “ Any individual
case which, in the opinion of the majority of the members of the Pension Board
and the Appeal Board acting jointly, appears to be especially meritorious and
for which in said opinion no provision has been made in this Act, or no
adequate or sufficient provision has been made in this Act....”—A. That will
not meet it either, in my opinion.

Q. You do not know the class of cases we are referring to. I think it would
be well to let us have the memorandum you are referring to.—A. The class of
cases I have in mind are covered by that.

Q. I do not want to disturb them.—A. I do not think you will, either. I
see what you want to legislate for, and what General Clark wants, and I can
see, having gone into this question very thoroughly with Mr. Reilly, that neither
of your wordings will meet the cases which you want to provide for.

Q. I want to leave the section as it is, so as to meet the class of cases you
say it will meet. I also want to provide for some other classes of cases, the
nature of which I do not know at the present time, and perhaps if we had
the memorandum you referred to, we could judge as to whether or not we
want to make any provision for the cases concerned.

By Mr. Arthurs:

Q. These are the classes of cases we intended to legislate for last year.—
A. I do not know what class of cases it was intended to refer to. I know how
it was suggested, and I know who suggested the amendment, and I know it

was suggested to meet a particular case, and that particular case could not be
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brought in under any amendment that you could possibly make, I think,
because the man never served in the Canadian forces.

Q. I have in mind one particular case which we thought would be covered
by this legislation.—A. It was originated in the Senate to meet a particular
case, and the case which it was meant to meet could not be affected by it,
because the man had never served in the Canadian forces.

By Mr. Clark ‘

Q. I have no particular case in mind in that suggestion I have just made,
although I know of particular cases. What I want to see is a section which
is sufficiently wide to embrace all possible cases that are meritorious. I recog-
nized and realized, as soon as this was submitted to the House of Commons
last year, that it would not embrace—in fact I was of the opinion at that time
that there could be no particular cases that could be given pensions under it,
and that has turned out to be the fact. Now, I think we have had a year’s
experience, and surely we can get a section drafted which will be sufficiently
wide in its language to cover all meritorious cases.—A. There is no question
about it.

Q. And I think the suggestion which you made is very helpful for us to
submit it to the Justice Department and get their opinion.

The CuarMaN: You and Mr. Shaw might draft a section; you are the
legal members of the committee.

Mr. Crarkg: I do not want to take that responsibility. I think it is most
unfair to put any responsibility of that sort on any member of the committee.
Let the Justice Department draft it, and then there can be very little doubt
about the effect of the section in the future and its interpretation. If Mr.
Shaw and I, for instance, drafted the section, we might interpret it one way,
and every other lawyer might interpret it in another way. Therefore, I say
let us put the responsibility where the responsibility belongs.

The Wirness: The reason I emphasize this point is because if this section
as it now is worded is made an independent, section it will cover a number of

really meritorious cases which I have in view, but it will not meet General
Clark’s cases.

By Mr. Humphrey:

Q. As it is now worded?—A. As it is now worded it will not meet General

Clark’s cases. It is a nice legal point, and perhaps it would be idle to discuss
it with the committee.

The Cuamrman: Now, gentlemen, it is time to adjourn. There is a caucus
to-morrow, so we will mecet again Wednesday morning.

The witness retired.

The committee adjourned.
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CoMmMITTEE RooM 436,
House or CoMMONS,

WEDNESDAY, June 11, 1924.

The Spécial Committee appointed to consider questions relating to Pen-
sions, Insurance and Re-establishment of Returned Soldiers, met at 11 o’clock
a.m., the Chairman, Mr. Jean J. Denis, presiding.

CorLoNEL JorN TuHompsoN recalled.

The Cuamman: Gentlemen, we will proceed with Colonel Thompson’s
evidence,

Wirness: The next recommendation or section referred to is at the top
of page 16, section 13, of the Statute:

“Limitation of time for Application.

Section 13.—A pension shall not be awarded unless an application
therefor has been made within three years, (a) after the date of the
death in respect of which pension is claimed; or (b) after the date upon
which the applicant has fallen into a dependent condition; or (c) after
the date upon which the applicant was retired or discharged from the
forces....or (d) after the declaration of peace. Provided that the pro-
vision of subsection (d) as above shall not apply to an applicant claim-
ing dependent’s pension who was not resident in Canada at the date
of the soldier’s death and has not continuously resided therein.”

The recommendation with regard to that section is at the bottom of
page 16 headed:

“Recommendation of Commission.

That section 13 be amended to provide that where there is an entry
on the service or medical documents of the ex-service men by, or in
respect of, whom pension is claimed, showing the death, or the existence
of an injury or disease which has contributed to the disability or death,
in respect of which pension is claimed, such entry shall be considered
an application as of the date thereof for pension in respect of such dis-
ability or death.”

1 might say that is the practice at the present time. The Commission con-
siders as you will see just two lines above that, the recommendation that way,
of treating an entry on the document as an application of sufficient importance
to warrant its inclusion in the statute.

By Mr. Arthurs:
Q. You agree with that?—A. That is the practice at the present time.
I have no objection.

By Mr. Humphrey:

Q. May I ask what would be the objection to have the section changed
so that it would allow for applications to be admitted as long as the disability
could be shown, not having any time limit? As long as a man could show that
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he had disability should not his application be allowed?—A. The idea of the
section was to prevent fictitious claims being made years after discharge, of
which there was no record whatsoever on service and no continuity of illness
shown with regard to anything on service. It is to prevent trumped up
claims being brought perhaps ten or fifteen years after discharge.

By Mr. Chisholm:

Q. Supposing a bona fide case appears after three years, say four years,
where you could connect by a continuous link of circumstances the righteous-
ness of the case, would it not be a cruel thing to deprive that person by limita-
tion?—A. I have not read the observations of the committee. I am only giv-
ing the statute and the amendment and the effect of the amendment. Mr.
Paton calls my attention to one provision there in the recommendation, that
is an entry on the document, showing that the death was due to service. I
ought to advise the Committee with regard to that, that such an amendment,
drawn exactly in those terms, will include a large number of dependents who are
not now eligible for pension and who were considered by two previous Committees
and whose claims were not maintained. I refer to the dependents of Polish,
Serbian, Roumanian, Lettish and Russian soldiers. The Statute is that if they
do not apply within a certain period they shall not be entitled to pension. Techni-
cally I presume that the words, “showing the death,” as referred to in the sug-
gested amendment would not be an entry on some deceased soldiers’ documents,
and that would give any time at all, an indefinite time for such dependents to
apply. At the present time there are quite a large number of cases, Russians
principally, who are not entitled to pension because they have not made applica-
tion in the time specified.

By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. Are those Russians residents of Canada?—A. No, they are not residents
of Canada; so I offer that for the consideration of the Committee, as to whether
the words “showing the death” should be eliminated or not. The next section
dealt with is on page 17.

“Pensions suspended on imprisonment:

When a pensioner has been sentenced to imprisonment for a period
of six months or more the payment of his pension shall be discontinued
and no pension shall be paid to him for or in respect of the period of
his imprisonment: provided, however, that the Commission shall have
discretion to pay the pension or part of it to any person who was being
or was entitled to be supported by the pensioner at the time of his arrest.
Upon the pensioner’s release from imprisonment payment of his pension
shall be reconsidered as from the date of his release and in accordance
with the extent of his disability then shown to exist, or in the case of a
pensioner pensioned on account of the death of a member of the forces
in accordance with the rates set out in schedule B of this Act.”

The recommendation regarding that section will be found on page 18, towards
the bottom. It reads as follows:

“Recommendation of Commission:

That Section 17 be amended to provide that where in the opinion of
the Pensions Board it appears that it is of exceptional benefit or advantage
to the pensioner, the Board may in its discretion pay the pension or part
thereof to or for the pensioner himself.” :

I might say the practice of the Board is that if a man is sent to prison for

a period of six months or more, if he has a wife and children, we pay the whole
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of the pension to them. If he has to support a father or a mother then we pay
a proportionate part of the pension to the father or mother, as the case may
be. If he has no dependents we do not pay any pension at all. We have had a
number of applications where a man has had no dependents for the pension to
be paid out to the applicant. I think I am quite accurate in stating that these
cases are the cases of lawyers for the man who is in prison, wanting to get his
pension.
By Mr. Humphrey:

Q. As the law stands now a man who does not have any dependents and who
is sentenced to six months or over imprisonment, his pension is stopped and then
continued upon his release?—A. As soon as he comes out of prison he is re-
examined at once and his pension continued.

Q. That money is not held in trust for him in any way?—A. No, his pension
is suspended.

Q. He is doubly fined, in a way. The country keeps the money from him
too.

By Mr. Chisholm:

Q. The country keeps him while he is in prison?—A. Yes, under six months

the pension goes on. If it is a serious offence the pension is stopped by statute.

By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. But his dependents are taken care of?—A. His dependents are taken

care of under the present arrangement. That is our practice.
By Mr. Humphrey:

Q. In the case of a man put into a mental institution does that apply or
is it provided for otherwise?—A. That is otherwise provided for. As far as
I can say the only case that would come under my notice is where lawyers are
asking for money.

The next recommendation is recommendation 6.

Section 23 (2), in respect of a child maintained by member of the Forces.

“No pension shall be paid to or in respect of a child unless such
child was acknowledged and maintained by a member of the Forces in
respect of whom a pension is claimed at the time of the appearance of
the injury or disease which caused the disability for which he is pensioned
or which resulted in his death; provided, however, that a legitimate
child born subsequent to the appearance of the injury or disease shall
be entitled to a pension. Provided also that the Commission may, in its
discretion award a pension to or in respect of any child entitled in the
opinion of the Commission to be maintained by the member of the Forces
in respect of whom pension is claimed.”

The recommendation with regard to that is on page 19, about the middle
of the page. The recommendation reads:

“Note—on the assumption that ‘maintained’ is construed in prac-
tice to mean ‘maintained to a substantial extent,” and that the discretion
is freely exercised in cases where the child was ‘entitled to be maintained.” ”

The next recomendation is recommendation 6 and it refers to Section
D (4).

“Increase of children’s pension to orphan rate: When a child has
been given in adoption or has been removed from the person caring for
it, by a competent authority, and placed in a suitable foster home, or
is not being maintained by and does not form part of the family cared

for by the member of the Forces or the person who is pensioned as the
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- widow, divorced wife or parent of the member of the Forces or by the
woman awarded a pension under subsection three of section thirty-three
of this Act, the pension for such child may, in accordance with the
circumstances, and in the discretion of the Commission, be continued
or discontinued or retained for such child for such period as the Com-
mission may determine, or increased up to an amount not exceeding
the rate payable for orphan children. Any such award shall be subject
to review at any time.”

The recommendation is at page 20 and reads:
“None.”

The next recommendation is recommendation 8 on page 20 and deals with
section 23 (5) and section 33 (2). It refers to pension to dependents of pen-
sioners in respect of 80 per cent pension or over, who died from other causes
within five years after discharge or commencement of pension. Section 23 (5)
reads.

“The children of a pensioner who was pensioned in any of classes
one to five mentioned in schedule ‘a’ and who has died, shall be entitled
to a pension as if he had died on service, whether his death was attribut-
able to his service or not, provided that the death occurs within five
years after the date of the commencement of pension.”

Section 33 (2) reads:

“Subject to paragraph 1 of this section, the widow of a pensioner
who, previous to his death, was pensioned for disability in any of the
classes one to five mentioned in schedule ‘A’ shall be entitled to a
pension as if he had died on service whether his death was attributable
to his service or not, provided that the death occurs within five years
after the date of retirement or discharge or the date of commencement
of pension.”

“That section 23 (5) and 33 (2) be amended to by removing the
time limit and by providing that the benefits of the section are only
to be extended to children or widows who are in a dependent condition.”

By Mr. Humphrey:
Q. Would that recommendation remove the time limit of five years?—A.
Yes, that is the change suggested.

By Mr. Clark:

Q. I am just interested in knowing whether there was the case of a man
named Pierre MacPhail who died a little over the five years. There was some
medical question arose in that case that might have made it possible to award
the pension. Do you know offhand whether a pension was awarded?—A. I do
not recall the case. Was that the case of a man who lost an eye on service
and was taken prisoner? I think he died of nephritis. I think the suggestion
was that the eye trouble might have caused the nephritis. It was a Vancouver
case.

Q. It is a Brandon case—A. I do not remember what it was but I just
remember the circumstances. My recollection is that the man was pensioned
in class 80 per cent; 80 per cent or over. Might I ask had he some other dis-
ability but the eye.

Q. I do not remember.—A. My recollection is that that man died about
six months after the five year period had elapsed. He would be included in
that case by this amendment. The dependents would be entitled to pension.
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By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. With regard to this recommendation what is the practice now regarding
children and widows in a dependent condition, do they get the pension whether
they are in dependent condition or not?—A. Yes. If a man dies within five
years I would say that they would be practically all cases of pension, where
the man died in classes 1 to 5 because in the vast majority of cases the children
are dependent. They are not maintained within the meaning of the Statute.

Q. The wages, earnings in this case would not be counted, what the widow
would earn by way of salary?—A. I do not know.

Q. Is not there a section of the Act that says that shall not be counted
as income?—A. In certain cases. That will be referred to later on.

Q. I think that would refer to this case—A. I think so offhand.

Q. Unless she had something or an independent income she would be
considered in a dependent condition?—A. Yes, if she depended on her earnings.

Q. If she depended on her earnings she would be considered a dependent?
—A. That would be my offhand opinion.

By the Chairman:

Q. Are you expressing any opinion as to the effect of this recommendation
on page 32?7—A. The effect of this amendment might extend the time limit.
That is all and to make it also conditional upon the dependents being in a de-
pendent condition.

By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. Your opinion is that most of these widows and orphans are in a dependent
condition any way. It would not change the Act with regard to that very
much in that respect?—A. I should not think so. I did not come prepared to
express a legal opinion on the suggested amendment but to tell you what the
effect was.

By Mr. Clark:

Q. If a man dies after the five year period has elapsed, from any disease
whatsoever, not connected with service, providing he has a disability of 80 per
cent or over due to service, his dependents would receive a pension?—A. His
dependents would receive the pension if they are in a dependent condition
according to the suggestion.

Q. Irrespective of the disease?—A. Absolutely, yes.

By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. The fact is this: A man that is disabled to the extent of 80 per cent has
his vitality pretty well lowered. It is pretty fair to assume that the disability
is attributable to the lowered vitality?—A. There are many people like that,
who would be killed in a railway accident or an explosion.

Q. How many 80 per cent disability cases have you?—A. In classes 1 to
59

Q. Yes.—A. The large majority, I think, are tubercular cases.

The Wirness: You will find information on that in the last report of
the Board of Pension Commissioners for the year ending March 31st, 1923.
Up to a year ago those in Class 1 were 2,381; in Class 2, 15; in Class 3, 197;
in Class 4, 94; in Class 5, 819, about 3,500 altogether, I presume. That has
changed since then, but I can give you the information up to date if you
want it.

6—123% [Colonel Thompson.]
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By Mr. Humphrey:

Q. Just what is the policy of the Board of Pension Commissioners under
this clause in deciding whether they are in a dependent condition or not?—A.
I have not considered it. That is something new.

Q. I know this is the recommendation, but do you have any clause under
the Pension Act that this provision is in, where it states, “who are in a
dependent condition”?—A. Yes; you will find that referred to later on by the
Commission. That is one of the recommendations.

By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. In the Pension Act as it now stands I think there is a definition that
widows’ earning shall not be counted as earnings up to a certain amount?—A.
Oh, widows’ earnings are never considered under the Pensions Act. If a man
dies of tuberculosis; she gets a pension whether she earns one million dollars
a year or nothing. That applies to widowed mothers, the provision you are
thinking of, that widowed mothers’ earnings are not taken into consideration,
mothers who were dependent or substantially dependent upon the son at the
time of his death. She has a house and $240 a year; she can go and earn as
much money as she likes and still have her pension. That is the case of the
dependent mothers. These prospective dependents are treated in a different
sort of way, and these are the cases about which the Royal Commission has
made recommendations.

Q. Would it be fair to suppose that this class would come under practically
the same regulation?—A. I have not considered that.

Q. Would it be fair to suppose that it would?—A. I will consider it
and let you know at the next meeting.

Q. I should think it would be fair to suppose that.—A. I would not make
any statement until I had consulted the other members of the Board. It has
not occurred to me until just this moment.

Q. I would think that would be one of the main features.

By Mr. Humphrey:

Q. Supposing the last part of the recommendation was cut right off. It
would not have any effect upon the principle of the recommendation?—A. No.
You are quite right, it would have no effect on the principle. It would
simply limit the cases.

Q. That is, supposing you eliminated, “who are in a dependent condition”?
A. Tt does not affect the principle; it simply extends the number who would
be in receipt of pension. It does not alter the principle at all. The next
recommendation is recommendation No. 9 on page 22, referring to section
31, subsection 3:

“Payments to ex-soldier who is maintaining parents.

‘Section 31 (3)—When a member of the Forces, previous to his
enlistment or during his service, was maintaining, or was substantially
assisting in maintaining one or both of his parents, an amount not
exceeding one hundred and eighty dollars per annum may be paid
to him for each of such parents as long as he continues such main-
tenance.” ”

The recommendation is at page 23, about the middle of the page, and
reads as follows:

“That Section 31 (3) be amended in the following respects: (a)
Limited to pensioners; (b) Limited to cases where the parents are or
would be if the son did not contribute, in a dependent condition; (c)
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Parents’ allowance not to be withheld on account of the son being
unable, by reason of circumstances beyond his control, to contribute
towards his parents’ maintenance.”

By Mr. Arthurs:

Q. Just there, Mr. Thompson, what is the practice now regarding a
case where a son was Kkilled overseas, and his father and mother were both
living, and subsequently the father dies and the mother becomes unable to
support herself? Is there any provision in the Pension Act to cover a case of
that kind?—A. Yes, that is dealt with.

Q. It is not included in this class of cases?—A. No. For instance, a
man on service makes some contributions towards his parents’ support, and
when he comes back they are in rather poor circumstances, and he still con-
tributes towards their support. If he is a 50 per cent disability pensioner,
while he contributes to his parents, he gets an allowance in proportion to
his disability. If he has a small disability he gets a small allowance, and the
same is true in regard to the children. The amendment suggested here is
to warrant the payment of an allowance to those dependent parents whether
the man is contributing or whether he is not.

By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. I do not think that is quite correct. “Through circumstances over
which he has no control”.?—A. At the present .time, if a man is out of
employment and is not contributing, there is nothing paid to the parents under
the statute. Where there are actual contributions made—.

Q. Under the present practice, supposing he is sick not by reason of his
war service, and is not able to contribute to his parents’ support. His pension
is cut off—A. Yes. It is not a question of practice, it is what the statute
says.

- Q. But I imagine this is to cover cases of that kind, where a man would
not be able to get employment, or through illness not connected with his
service would not be able to engage in employment, and therefore could not
contribute to his parents’ support, and his pension is cut off. It is to cover
cases like that?—A. That is the idea. You will find that discussed in the
report; I am just giving you the effect of it. The next recommendation is No.
10, on page 23, dealing with section 33, subsection 1.

Q. Mr. Thompson, as you go along you are not expressing an opinion on
these things. Possibly the Committee would like to have your opinion on the
effect of these recommendations.—A. T have stated the effect of it, namely that
so far as the parents are concerned, where a man is not contributing on
account, of illness or circumstances beyond his control, there will be a continua-
tion of their allowance.

Q. But so far as your own opinion goes, you are not giving any?—A. None
whatever; it is simply a question of finances entirely.

Q. I think the Committee would like to have it.—A. If there is any change
in principle I will so inform the Committee.

Q. I think possibly one of the things the Committee would like to have is
what this would mean financially, those different amendments. Would you
be prepared to give us that later?—A. I am going to put in a financial siate-
ment at the end of my evidence, so the Committee will have all that informa-
tion in one or two pages. The next recommendation is No. 10, on page 23,
referring to section 33, subsection 1, “ Refusal of pension to widow in cases
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where the marriage was after the appearance of the injury or disease resulting
in death.” It reads as follows:

“Section 33 (1).—No pension shall be paid to the widow of a mem-
ber of the Forces unless she was married to him before the appearance
of the injury or disease which resulted in his death

The recommendation is on page 31, and is as follows:

“ Recommendation of Commission. Section 33 (1).

That Section 33 be amended to the following effect:

(a) By striking out the words “ unless she was married to him before
the appearance of the injury or disease which resulted in his death ” in
subsection (1), and substituting therefor some phrase in the following
sense, viz: ‘“if her marriage to him took place at a time when symptoms
existed from which a reasonably prudent man making reasonable en-
quiries would have known of the existence and the potential seriousness
of the injury or disease which ultimately resulted in death, provided,
however, that it shall be conclusively presumed that such symptoms did
not exist if at time of the marriage an injury or disease previously known
was 8o improved as to have removed any resultant pensionable dis-
ability (b) By inserting a provision that the foregoing prohibition shall
not apply when the marriage took place prior to a date one year after
the discharge of the member of the Forces if (a) there are children of
the marriage of pensionable age, or (b) the widow is in a dependent con-
dition.” '

Q. That would mean that if the widow were in a dependent condition she
would get a pension, notwithstanding the fact that the injury or disability
did appear when she married the man, does it not? What if there are
children of the marriage of a pensionable age; both the widow and children
would get a pension although the disability was apparent when the marriage
took place?—A. Yes, they will get it anyway.

By Mr. Speakman:

Q. If the marriage took place within one year?—A. Yes; they will get it
if they were married within the year; it does not matter how serious it was.

By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. I do not understand that, unless the widow or the children are in a
dependent condition. The widow would not get it if it were apparent when she
married him, unless he was apparently recovering from it. I would like you to
look into this recommendation. You see here, “(b) By inserting a provision
that the forgeoing prohibition shall not apply when the marriage took place
prior to a date one year after the discharge of the member of the forces if (a)
there are children of the marriage of pensionable age, or (b) the widow is in a
dependent, condition.”—A. If you will turn back to the original section, it says,
“No pension shall be paid to the widow” and this amendment suggests that this
prohibition shall not apply.

Q. But that section is cut out entirely in the recommendation.—A. No, it
is not cut out, it is amended.

Q. Well, this part is cut out.—A. The part I am referring to now, in regard
to the prohibition, says that no pension shull be paid, and that is the prohibi-
tion that is referred to in paragraph B of the suggested amendment.

Q. I do not take it that way, because in this section 33-1 it says, “No

pension shall be paid to the widow of a member of the Forces unless she was
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married to him before the appearance of the injury or disease which resulted
in his death.”

Mr. ArtHURS: That is struck out by this recommendation.

The WrrNEss: That means, as I understand it, if a woman marries a man
after discharge and he is in a very serious condition indeed, if she marries him
within one year she is going to get a pension when he dies?

By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. If she is in a dependent condition, or has children?—A. Yes.

Q. But if she is not in a dependent condition, and has no children, even if
she married him within a year she does not get a pension?—A. No. My con-
clusion would be, after reading that, that practically all widows whose husbands
died of a war disability will be pensioned. That would be my conclusion.

By Mr. Clark:

Q. Because the great majority of them are in a dependent condition?—A.
Because they married after the appearance of a disability, and it is impossible
to say—it will be impossible to say as to whether the marriage was a prudent one
or not. I could not undertake to say that, and I do not think any Board could.
I should think the result of that would be that persons not born, and who will not
be born for 20 and 30 years yet, will be pensioned as widows of members of the
Forces of this war. In 20 years from now a child will be born, and that child,
in the course of the years, will marry a member of the Forces with some sort
of heart disability.

Q. They do not get a pension unless they are married within one year?—A.
That does not affect it at all. Sixty years from now a member of the Forces will
marry a child born twenty years from now, and he will die and she will get his
pension. If I might illustrate, take a young fellow now of 20 who has a heart
affection due to service. He goes along with that for 20 years. Twenty years
from now a child is born. 35 years from now, that is when the ex-service man
is around 65 years of age and has been suffering ever since discharge from heart
trouble, and drawing pension, he will marry that child 35 years hence, the child
being born 20 years hence. He goes on another 10 years and dies, and that
widow will get the pension.

By Mr. Chisholm:
Q. That is following the United States law?—A. Just following that.

By Mr. Arthurs:

Q. That would not be true if you struck out Section A, leaving only section
B and limiting it to just one year.

By Mr. Humphrey:

Q. Do you not think that is a rather isolated case you cited?—A. Of course
there are thousands of cases of men who have a disability.

Mr. Crar: How many unmarried pensioners are there to-day? It might
happen in the case of every unmarried pensioner, there is undoubtedly the pos-
sibility that they will marry.

By Mr. Arthurs:

Q. Would that have any effect on Section 5 at all?—A. That does not affect
the principle in any way. As I was telling you, that simply gives the woman
an indefeasible right, irrespective of the condition of the man’s health when she
married him. The proposed amendment is this, and here is the effect of it.
If she marries a man with a disability—and a very serious disability—within
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one year, and he dies, she is going to get a pension if there are children, or
if there are no children, if she is in a dependent condition. If she marries after
the expiration of one year after his discharge—

Q. And the disability is not apparent at that time?—A. If it is not
serious—. :

Q. “Provided, however, that it shall be conclusively presumed that such
symptoms did not exist if at time of the marriage an injury or disease pre-
viously known was so improved as to have removed any resultant pensionable
disability”. That is, he was not getting any pension.—A. That does not affect
the section.

Q. It is a part of the clause, and he must have proved that he had no
pensionable disability at the time he married?—A. Oh no.

Q. Then I do not understand English. Just explain what that means,
then—A. It is all a matter of proof. If the woman files her claim and says
“I made a reasonably prudent marriage when I married this man,” that is a hard
case. Then it is up to her to prove that it was a reasonable one, or it is for the
Board to show that it was not a reasonably prudent marriage. But if he is not
being pensioned for this, or has been cured, comparatively speaking, and there
are no symptoms, according to that proviso it shall be considered that it was a
prudent marriage. -

Q. I think that is reasonable—A. I am not expressing an opinion as to
whether it is or not. It is simply a question of proof one way or another.

Q. Then this other proviso comes in; he cannot get a pension unless he
applies within three years after his discharge?—A. That is not the point at
issue here.

Q. No, it is not, but I am considering it in this connection.—A. I do not see
how it can be considered in connection with this. The point here is whether
she marries him within one year, and I do not see the connection between the
two clauses.

Mr. Crark: Under this clause we are now considering, Wohld the man have
to die as a direct result of the disability incurred in service?

Mr. CapwerL: Certainly. If he did not die from a war disability, his
widow is not entitled to a pension anyway.

The Wirness: Oh yes, she is. For instance, this man I am speaking of
now a young man of 18 or 20 years of age, discharged from the Forces; 35
years hence he marries a girl who is going to be born 20 years hence, and he
goes along with his heart condition gradually developing, and when he gets
80 years of age he goes from class 80 to class 100. Then he is killed in a rail-
way accident, and his widow would be entitled to a pension.

Q. If he is an 80 per cent disability?—A. Yes.

Q. Then here comes this other clause. If he were getting no pension at
the time she marries him 35 years hence, then she could not get a pension.—A.
But that is not what the proviso applies to. It applies to a man who has been
a pensioner, who has shown symptoms of a disability who has been on a pen-
sion, and whose disability has been reduced.

Q. But you are stating the case of a man who may marry 35 years hence.
If he marries 35 years hence, he must be in such a condition that he is not
pensioned when he is married, so she has no claim anyway under the first part
of this recommendation.—A. If the man has been discharged for 35 years and
has not been on pension, she would get no pension of course.

Q. Then. if this man has a pensionable disability when she marries him
and is drawing a good pension, she will get it anyway?—A. Yes.

Q. If her marriage to him took place at the time when symptoms existed
from which a reasonably prudent man making reasonable enquiries would have
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known of the existence and the potential seriousness of the injury or disease
which ultimately resulted in death. If, 35 years from now, he is getting pension,
it is apparent that he has this disability, and if he is not getting a pension 35
years from now he has no chance of being pensioned after that, because of the
three year limit in which he must apply for a pension. So your illustration
would not apply there—A. Not in the case of a man who has never been on
pension, but my illustration does apply to a man who is a 10 per cent or a
15 per cent disability for a heart condition, for 35 years. I think that man
might say, “My disability has been stationary for 35 years; I think it is a
prudent thing to marry”.

Q. What would be his chance of getting an increase in pension after his
pension had been stationary for 35 years?—A. I do not suggest that his pension
remain stationary for 35 years. I would hardly think it would, but it would
gradually go up. Even supposing it was a 60 per cent heart case, and had been
stationary for many years—

Q. If it were a 60 per cent heart case, it would be apparent that he was
in a pretty serious condition when she married him?—A. I do not know about
that; I think a woman might reasonably say, “My husband has been a 60 per
cent heart disability for 30 years, and I think it is a prudent thing for him to
marry me, because I do not think he is going to die from that.”

Q. I think she would have difficulty in proving her claim.—A. I doubt it.
My impression is that in all cases where a man dies of disability traceable to the
war, his widow will be pensioned under that.

By Mr. Clark:

Q. What was the amendment passed by the House of Commons last year
to that section?—A. My impression is that it only included B. I am informed
that it was limited to those who married within one year after discharge. The
next recommendation is No. 11, in the middle of page 31, referring to Section
33, subsection 2, and section 23, subsection 5. It reads as follows:

“Pension to dependents of pensioners in receipt of 80 per cent pension
or over who died from other causes within five years after discharge or
commencement of pension.

Section 33 (2)—Subject to paragraph one of this Section, the widow
of a pensioner who, previous to his death, was pensioned for disability
in any of the classes 1 to 5 mentioned in Schedule A shall be entitled
to a pension as if he had died on service whether his death was attribut-
able to his service or not, provided that the death occurs within five
years after the date of retirement or discharge or the date of commence-
ment of pension.”

Section 23 (5)—The children of a pensioner who was pensioned in
any of Classes 1 to 5 mentioned in Schedule A and who has died, shall be
entitled to a pension as if he had died on service whether his death
was attributable to his service or not, provided that the death occurs
within five years after the date of retirement or discharge or the date of
the commencement of pension.”

The recommendation of the Commission will be found if you turn back to
page 22. That was already discussed and a recommendation was made when
discussing Section 23, subsection 5 of the statute. The recommendation was,
briefly, that the time limit should be extended indefinitely, provided the widow
was in a dependent condition.

The next recommendation is No. 12, at the foot of page 31, and deals with
Section 33, subsection 2.
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“Widows of Disability Pensioners—Death not connected with service
—Continuing pension

Suggestion by Ex-Service Men

That in case of the death of an ex-service man, receiving less than

80 per cent pension for a disability whose death is not connected with
service, the pension be continued to the widow if she is in need.”

There is no recommendation on this by the Board.

By Mr. Humphrey:

Q. Have you many cases coming up of this kind?—A. Yes, a great many.

That is, where a man receiving less than 80 per cent died of causes other than
those attributable to service. Yes, we have a great many of those.

Q. Death from causes not related to his service?—A. Yes, a great many.

The next recommendation is No. 13, at the foot of page 32, which deals with
Sections 34-1, 34-3, -4-5-7. It reads as follows:

“Pensions to widowed mothers prospectively dependent—Deductions
for earnings and income.

Section 34 (1). A parent or any person in the place of a parent
with respect of a member of the forces who has died shall be entitled
to a pension, when such member of the forces left no child, widow or
divorced wife who is entitled to a pension...... and when such parent
or person is in a dependent condition and was, at the time of the death
of such member of the forces, wholly or to a substantial extent, main-
tained by him.

Section 34 (3). When a parent or person in the place of a parent
who was not wholly or to a substantial extent maintained by the member
of the forces at the time of his death, subsequently falls into a dependent
condition, such parent or person may be awarded a pension provided he
or she is incapacitated by mental or physical infirmity from earning a
livelihood, and provided also that in the opinion of the Commission,
such member of the forces would have wholly or to a substantial extent
maintained such parent or person had he not died.

Section 34 (4)—In cases in which a member of the forces has died
leaving more than one parent or person in the place of a parent who were
wholly or to a substantial extent maintained by him, the pension for
one such parent or person may be increased by an additional amount
not exceeding one hundred and eighty dollars per annum and the total
pension apportioned between such parents or between the parent and
such other person.

Section 34 (5). The pension to any parent or person in the place
of a parent shall be subject to review from time to time and shall be
continued, increased, decreased or discontinued in accordance with the
amount, deemed necessary by the Commission to provide a maintenance
for such parent or person but in no case shall such pension exceed the
amount of pension prescribed for parents in Schedule B of this Act.

Section 34 (7). The pension to a widowed mother shall not be
reduced on account of her earnings from personal employment or on
account, of her having free lodgings or so long as she resides in Canada
on account of her having an income from other sources which does not
exceed two hundred and forty dollars per annum . . . .

Section 2 (p)—Widowed mother may, in the discretion of the Com-
mission, include a mother deserted by her husband when the circum-
stances of the case are, in the opinion of the Commission, such as would
entitle her to a pension.”
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At the top of page 35 you will find a recommendation in regard to these
sections and subsections. The recommendation is as follows:

“That provision be made so that widowed mothers who fall into
a dependent condition after the soldier’s death and who, in the opinion
of the Pensions Board, would have been wholly or to a substantial extent
maintained by the soldier had he lived, will be in the same position
regarding pension as the widowed mother under Sections 34 (1) and 34
(7), so that personal earnings will not be deducted from pension.”

Briefly, the change suggested in the law is this, that if a man enlisted and
he was supporting his mother, either wholly or to a substantial extent—he
assigned pay to her—and he was killed overseas, she is entitled to a pension
without any deduction in regard to her earnings, irrespective of how large they
may be. If a woman was not substantially or wholly maintained by her son
at the time of his enlistment or death, and years afterwards she falls into a
dependent condition, her estate and the state of her health are taken into con-
sideration in assessing a pension.

By Mr. Chisholm:

Q. There is no time limit to that?—A. No, provided she makes applica-
tion within three years after falling into a dependent condition. So, if a woman,
for instance, was not maintained by her son to any extent or any substantial
extent according to the statute, before enlistment or during service, and then
he died, if she is in receipt—take by way of an illustration—of an income of
$3,000 a year, she would not receive any pension. Nor would she receive any
. pension unless she is incapacitated, and then according to the state of her
incapacity and the condition of her estate we award a pension if we think she
is entitled to anything. That is, if we can come to the conclusion that he
would have supported her had he returned. There are two classes of cases.
There are those which I might call direct and immediate dependency, as
compared with prospective dependency. The law makes a sharp distinction.
In the one case there is no doubt that the son has been the mainstay of his
widowed mother, and in the other case he is merely the prospective mainstay.

Q. Is there any provision made for the father?—A. He is the same under
both classes. In other words, a father does not receive a pension unless he is
incapacitated.

By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. Take the case of a mother whose husband is crippled or incapacitated.
Would she come ‘under the widowed mother class?—A. No.

Q. Was there not a contention that she should be so considered?—A. I
have not read the evidence, and I do not know what the suggestions were.

Q. Take the case of a widowed mother who had a little home with a store
in the front. She was able for a time to make a living out of the proceeds of
the store, but the business has run down until there is no revenue from the
store, and she has sold both home and store. Would the Pension Board con-
sider she was not entitled to a pension until she had disposed of the proceeds
of the store and home?—A. What were the circumstances?

Q. I know of a case of that nature, and your Board said she was entitled
to a pension as soon as she has used up her capital. She has sold the home
and store for $1,500, due in three yearly payments, and the Board ruled that
she was not entitled to pension until she had used up all this capital. If she
had kept the home and lived in it she would have been entitled to the pension.
—A. If she is a prospective case, she is not entitled to it. That is what I say,

there is a sharp distinction between the two.
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Q. If she were immediately dependent?—A. Then she is entitled to a free
home.
Q. If she becomes dependent she is not entitled to her home?—A. No.

By Mr. Arthurs:

Q. What is the practice in Great Britain in this regard?—A. They have
an entirely different distinction. I cannot give all the details of their statute—

By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. You tell us there is a distinction in the Act between these two classes,
those immediately dependent and the widowed mother who becomes dependent
afterwards?—A. Yes.

By Mr. Arthurs:

Q. There is no distinction in the United States between those.—A. I do
not know. I can understand the reason for it, because in the one class, here
i1s a man who was the mainstay of a family, and in the other case the man
made very little contribution, or there was no indication as to whether he
would have been the mainstay or not.

Q. There are very many cases of a young man going to school,
supported by his father, and enlisting; he is killed on the field in France,
and later his father dies. There should not be any distinction there, I think.
—A. There is a distinction that is drawn, anyway.

Q. I cannot see any reason for it—A. Except. this, an account of the
thousands of cases that come before the Board. There will be three sons
enlisting, say; we had a case the other day where three sons
enlisted and two of them assigned their pay and one did not. The two who °
did assign came back and are no support, and now although there was no
support. from the third, either before or during enlistment, the claim is put
up that he probably would have done so. There is a distinction between the
man who really has come forward and kept the home going, and the one who
has not.

By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. But supposing there is an only son in the condition Mr. Arthurs speaks
of. Even if he had been only a graduate of school, and had gone overseas
and was killed; he was the only support of that mother after the husband
had died, or would have been her support had he lived. After her husband’s
death, she undertook to carry on by getting in a few things in the front of
her house in a little store, but there was not very much revenue. In a couple
of years she had to sell out and sell the home to pay the debts she had
contracted in running the store. I think it took about half the proceeds of
the home to pay the debts, and then the Board says she is not entitled to
pension until she has used up all these proceeds, and in the meantime she
has to rent a home.

Mr. HumpuREY: In this evidence before the Commission there is no
distinction made between parents in Great Britain, and in the United States
no distinction is made between widowed mothers actually dependent at the
time of the son’s death and those who become dependent, afterwards.

Mr. Catpwerr: I think it is one of the things we should remedy this
year.

The Wirxess: I have not the English regulations here, but apparently
they are stricter than the Canadian regulations. We have cases of Canadians
with mothers in England, and the mother has also two sons who enlisted in
the English forces. One of the sons who enlisted in England is killed, and the
Imperial Government gives no pension at all, or a very very small one. That
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is what I find from the statements and the reports. I know of the conditions,
and they apply to us for pension in regard to the son who enlisted in Canada,
because they are not getting enough to live on. They are getting no pension,
or possibly $5 a month from the Imperial Government.

The next one is on page 36, referring to Section 38, and reads as follows:

“Time for payment of pensions for deaths

Pensions awarded with respect to the death of a member of the
forces shall be paid from the day following the day of the death except,
—(a) in the case in which a pension is awarded to a parent who
was not wholly or to a substantial extent maintained by the member
of the forces at the time of his death, in which case the pension shall
be paid from a day to be fixed in each case by the Commission; and
(b) in the case of a posthumous child of a member of the forces, in
which case the pension for such child shall be paid from the day of its
birth.”

The recommendation is on page 37, and is as follows:

“That provision be made that, in case of the death of a pensioner
and pending consideration of a claim for Pension on account of such
death, payment of an amount equal to Pension for death shall be
made to the dependent in weekly instalments for a period not
exceeding one month, such amount to be refunded if Pension is
eventually awarded.”

I suppose that was suggested in order to tide over the period between the
award of a pension, or the refusal. Of course, what follows there is that
many hundreds of people will receive one month’s pension who are not
entitled to it under the statute, in that the death was not related to service.

By Mr. Humphrey:

Q. It would not be a question of finance, so much as a question of
principle. There is a possibility of every one of these cases being entitled to
a pension.?—A. If they are entitled to a pension, they are just getting what
they should.

Q. I would take it that that recommendation was to give them a chance
to be tided over until their case was disposed of by the Board of Pension
Commissioners?—A. That was the idea. I merely point out that if a man has
a stiff wrist and is killed in a railway accident, the widow and children get
a pension for a month, although his death would not have any relation
whatsoever to his disability. Supposing a man has varicose veins and dies
of anything at all, they would get that month’s pension, anyway.

The next recommendation is No. 15, on page 34, referring to Section 41,
and is as follows:

“Allowance to widowed mothers and widows on re-marriage.

Section 41. Upon the marriage or re-marriage of the mother, widow,
or divorced wife of a deceased member of the forces who is receiving a pen-
sion, or of a-woman awarded a pension under sub-section three of section
thirty-three of this Act, her pension shall cease, and she shall then be en-
titled to be paid one year’s pension as a final payment.”

The recommendation is at the top of page 39.

By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. When this woman is married, she is given a prepayment of one year’s
pension?—A. Yes, and then she receives nothing more, no matter what happens.
[Colonel Thompson.]
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The recommendation is as follows:

“That provision be made that in case of the death of the husband
of a woman married or re-married, as contemplated by Section 41, and
if such death takes place within five years after such marriage or re-
marriage pension be restored if and so long as the widow is in a dependent
condition, and the final payment previously made under Section 41 be
refunded in instalments as fixed by the Pensions Board, such instal-
ments not to exceed 50 per cent of the amount of the restored pension
being paid from time to time.”

In other words, the recommendation is that if a woman who is the widow
of a soldier and on pension, marries, that she shall be restored to pension
provided that her second husband dies within five years of the re-marriage

By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. And that the year’s pension that she has been prepaid will not be deducted
all at once from this pension that she will be getting, but she will get a portion
of each year’s pension and will refund the year’s pension by instalments?—A.
I am merely indicating where the change of principle comes in. The next
recommendation is No. 16, on page 39, which refers to “Lump sum final cash
payments.” This is a long affair, and perhaps I might briefly outline what it
refers to. The amendment was passed to the Pensions Act three years ago, that
if the pensioner were in classes not exceeding 14 per cent, he might elect to take
a lump sum in final payment, and receive no further pension.

Q. Unless the disability increased?—A. I was going to add that, unless the
disability increases beyond the amount he was pensioned for, or he is moved
out of the class.

Q. If it did increase, he had a right to go back and get the increase in pen-
sion?—A. Provided his disability increased out of the class mentioned in the
schedule.

Q. Did this have to increase above the 14 per cent?—A. No.

Q. But it had to increase above the class he was paid off for?—A. That is
all set out in the schedule.

Q. That is, supposing he had a 5 per cent, disability, and he took a lump
sum for it, and later it increased to 9 per cent or 10 per cent, he had a right
to go back?—A. If he increased from 5 per cent to 9 per cent, he could not come
back. If he increased from 5 per cent or 6 per cent or 7 per cent, or if he
increased from 9 per cent to 10 per cent, then he would be entitled to go back
on pension.

Q. But if he increased from 5 per cent to 9 per cent, he would not be entitled
to go back?—A. No. That is the schedule. These various rates, in conjunc-
tion with the amount authorized to be paid by way of final payment were
decided, as you will see, on page 39, and the suggestion made was that all
these cases should be re-opened. I think there were some 20,000 took the final
payment, and some ten million dollars was paid out. I can give you the exact
figures if you want them. Then the suggestion made was that if a man’s dis-
ability was rated at one year’s duration and as a matter of fact it exceeded three
years’ duration, he was not paid as much as he should have received, or as
much as he would have received if he had remained on pension and had not
taken the final payment. That is what the various suggestions were, and the
recommendation is on page 40.

Q. What has your actual experience been? How many of these men have
come back with an increase of disability, out of the number that got a final
payment?—A. I cannot say. I could probably let you know.

[Colonel Thompson.]
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Q. I would like to have that, and also how many of their claims were allowed
for an increase in disability. You can give it to us later, possibly, if you haven’t
it now.

By Mr. Humphrey:

Q. Just before you go on to the recommendation, is it not within the power

of the Board now to re-open a case upon representation?—A. Yes.

By Mr. Caldwell:
Q. If you believe the disability has increased?—A. Oh, yes. If the man
sends in a doctor’s certificate, showing the disability has increased, we ex-
amine him at once.

By Mr. Humphrey:

Q. By recommending that you have the privilege of re-opening the cases
where lump sum payments were taken, it would not conflict with what the
present regulations say?—A. That recommendation means to put a man back
on pension whose disability has not increased. Take a man who is a 10 per
cent, disability, and who was paid the lump sum; he has not changed in any
respect. The suggestion is that the case should be re-opened and he should be
put back on pension.

Q. To be re-opened in case his disability has increased?—A. No, the
suggestion of the ex-service men is that all these cases should be re-opened and
the men put back on pension.

Q. Whether the man wants it or not?—A. Whether the condition is
changed or not. The Commission makes no recommendation. The next recom-
mendation is No. 17, at the foot of page 40.

By Mr. Caldwell:
Q. The Commission made no recommendation on this lump sum payment?
—A. No recommendation. '
Q. You will be able to give us the information later as to how many of
those men applied for the re-opening of their cases, and how many of them
came back for pension?—A. I fancy we can provide that.

By Mr. Humphrey:
Q. Together with information showing the change in disability, whether
the disability had increased, or remained stationary, or decreased?—A. Yes.

By Mr. Caldwell:
Q. Does a man lose his right to go back for hospital treatment after he
receives this lump sum?—A. No.
Q. If his disability does not increase, he has no right to go back, has he?
I have understood that if his disability did not increase he had no right to go
back to the hospital.

Mr. FLexman: He can go back any time for his original disability.
The CrAmrMAN: We will now adjourn the committee until Friday.

The witness retired.

The Committee adjourned.

[Colonel Thompson.]
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House or COMMONS,
ComMmITTEE Room No. 436,

Fripay, June 13, 1924.

The Special Committee appointed to consider questions relating to Pensions,
Insurance and Re-establishment of Returned Soldiers, met at 11 o’clock a.m., the
Chairman, Mr. Denis, presiding.

The CuHARMAN: Gentlemen, we will now proceed. At the last meeting I
was called upon to invite Mr. Newcombe, Deputy Minister of Justice to give us
his opinion as to paragraph 2 of Section 12, which is generally known as the
“ Meritorious Clause.” There has been some discussion in the Committee as
to how a new clause could be drafted. It has been proven that the clause as
drafted last year was ineffective Therefore a new clause had to be drafted if the
idea of granting pensions in some particular cases is to be carried out. Two or
three days ago I met Mr. Newcombe and I submitted the point to him. He
has been kind enough to come before the Committee this morning, and upon my
invitation he has prepared himself on the subject. Therefore I would ask Mr.
Newcombe to let us have his opinion as to how a new clause should be drafted.

E. L. NEwcoMBE called.

Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen; the Chairman called upon me the other
day and submitted the question as to this clause which now stands as sub-
section 2 of Section 12 of the Pension Act, providing for a special grant in cases
of merit outside the provisions of the Act. As I understand the scheme of the
Act, it is first to constitute the Board and then to regulate the authority within
which that Board is authorized to grant pensions. There are many cases in
which pensions are provided for, carefully regulated by the statute. There are
provisions that in other cases pensions shall not be granted. Those are statu-
tory provisions, and I suppose it is not the intention of the Committee to invest
in anybody the power to disregard the language of the statute. Nevertheless,
outside of that altogether, there may be cases of merit, cases which cannot be
imagined or foreseen, which may arise in which, from compassionate motives
or otherwise it would be considered not inconsistent with the public interest and
especially just so far as the private interest is concerned, that some award should
be made. Now, the difficulty of giving effect to such an idea as that is con-
siderable. The present clause, as it stands, I should think is ineffective to pro-
duce the result which was intended if for no other reason than because it is
linked up with Section 12 and its amendments, which is confined to claims for
pension where the reason for the grant arises out of improper conduct.

I gave the matter some thought, and I drafted a clause which I have sub-
mitted to the Chairman, and which I would read to the Committee, and as far as
I know it is the best I can do with it. Of course, you see it is really necessary
before the Commission makes an award under any clause of this sort that may
be drafted, in order to maintain the authority of Parliament and to see that
these provisions which have been carefully framed for limiting the authority
of the Commission, are not disregarded, that the case should be reviewed upon
legal grounds as to whether reasons exist under which the authority may be
exercised by the Commission. ,Now, with that preliminary statement I will
read this clause, and I will be glad to answer any questions that any gentle-
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man desires to ask about it. I suggest the repeal of Section 4 of Chapter 62 of
1923, which is the present clause about meritorious grants, and substituting there-
for the following:

“If application be made for a pension in any case which is not a case
or within any class of cases as to which it is by this Act provided that
a pension may be awarded, or that a pension may not be awarded, and
which is not otherwise provided for by this Act, the Commission may
nevertheless investigate and ascertain the facts of the case, and if the
application appear to the Commission to be a deserving one, the Com-
mission shall report the facts to the Attorney General of Canada, and
upon the report of the Attorney General in writing advising that the
case is one in which the Commission is empowered to award a pension
under the authority of this section the Commission may proceed to award
a pension accordingly; provided that a pension awarded under the auth-
ority of this section shall not exceed in amount that which could have
been granted in the like case under other provisions of this Act if the
death, injury or disease on account of which the pension is claimed were
attributable to military service.”

The proviso is necessary so that the Commission, in the exercise of its
powers, cannot make a grant greater in amount, on account of meritorious
service, than could have been granted under the ordinary provisions of the Act
in the like case where the cause of death or injury was directly attributable to
military service

Mr. Crarg: Mr. Chairman, unless we get copies of this proposed section,
I do not think we can intelligently question Mr. Newcombe on it.

The CramrRMAN: T have only two here, but you may have them for the time
being.

By Mr. Ross:

Q. Is the Minister of Justice sometimes called the Attorney General of
Canada?—A. Yes; he is ex officio Attorney General. That expression, 1 may
say, “Attorney General of Canada” is incorporated there because of a some-
what corresponding provision in the Audit Act where the Auditor General may
refuse to authorize a cheque upon lack of Parliamentary authority, and then it
is provided that the Treasury Board, upon the report of the Attorney General
that there is Parliamentary authority, citing it, may over-rule the Auditor
General and direct the cheque to be issued.

By Mr. Clark:

Q. I presume that there is provision in the present Act dealing with the
class of cases under which the specific case might come. Then under the
proposed section it would be impossible for the Pension Board and the Appeal
Board or the Attorney General to deal with the case on compassionate ground?
—A. It would be excluded to provide specially for such a case.

Q. Can you give us one or more examples of cases that might come under
this section or this proposed section?—A. I think Colonel Thompson could do
that better than I.

By Mr. Arthurs:

Q. Where there was some impediment in the present Pension Act it would
also be barred by the proposed amendment?—A. If it were excluded, certainly,
because the megative proposition is a more valid declaration than the
enabling condition.

[Mr. E. L. Newcombe.]
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By Mr. Clark:

Q. Might I follow that up? Does Mr. Newcombe consider that the
proposed clause is any broader in its effect than the clause which was passed
last year beyond the fact that the clause of last year was not a subsequent
section.

By Mr. Caldwell:

Q. If I am not mistaken there is a clause in this that made the clause
of last vear inoperative, that is, it should not come under any class of case
that was already provided for in the Act. I imagine Colonel Thompson could
give us an illustration of how this would work out, but we have had cases
before now, of, we will say, a man who failed to turn up for examination;
he has probably deserted his family, and because he did not turn up for
examination he was cut off from pension.—A. That class of case is provided
for in the Act. :

Mr. Ross: In other words that is surely ruling out just what you want.

By Mr. Clark:

Q. I wonder if I might get an answer to my question. Is this proposed
section any broader in its effect than the section which we passed last year
outside of the fact that we make this a subsequent section, whereas last year
we made it a part of the section relating to misconduct?—A. I would think
it is strictly more limited than that clause, but I would say with all deference
it is necessarily so on the principles of good legislation, because when you
have the attention of Parliament brought to the particular subject and
provision especially made, it is not consistent with the principles of good
legislation to provide for an irresponsible party setting this aside and making
such .grant as they saw fit. It might be well imagined it would be much
easier to administer this Act if we had this clause in question divorced from
this section or the section 12. It would be much easier for the administrative
body to act entirely under that clause than to be governed by the multiplicity
of clauses which the Act contains, limiting and directing the manner in
which their authority is to be exercised. Therefore it might well happen
in the administration if this clause should by itself, without any limitation
whatever, that we would find a body administering this Act without any
statutory direction at all, except that they could carry on as they saw
fit.

Q. Following this up, I have an idea that this would make very good
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