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ORDERS OF REFERENCE

House or COMMONS,
Thursday, January 22, 1953.

Resolved,—That a Select Committee be appointed to continue the examina-
tion of all expenditure of public moneys for National Defence and all commit-
ments for expenditure for National Defence since March 31, 1950, and initially
to give priority in their examination to the expenditures and commitments
of the Canadian Army Works Services as dealt with in the Report of G. S.
Currie, Esquire, Chartered Accountant, tabled in the House of Commons on
December 15, 1952, and to report from time to time their observations and
opinions thereon, and in particular, what, if any, economies consistent with the
execution of the policy decided by the government may be effected therein,
with power to send for persons, papers and records and to examine witnesses;
and that notwithstanding Standing Order 65, the Committee shall consist of
twenty-six Members to be designated by the House at a later date.

THURSDAY, January 22, 1953.

Resolved,—That the following Members compose the Special Committee on
Defence Expenditure appointed this day:—Messrs. Adamson, Applewhaite,
Benidickson, Bennett, Blanchette, Boisvert, Cannon, Cavers, Crestohl, Croll,
Dickey, Fleming, Fulton, George, Gillis, Harkness, Henderson, Jutras, Larson,
Macdonnell (Greenwood), Mecllraith, Pearkes, Power, Stick, Thomas and
Wright. :

:

MonpAY, January 26, 1953.

Ordered,—That the name of Mr. Hunter be substituted for that of Mr.
Bennett; and

That the name of Mr. James be substituted for that of Mr. Crestohl; and

That the name of Mr. Decore be substituted for that of Mr. Cannon on the
said Committee.

Attest.

LEON J. RAYMOND,
Clerk of the House.
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SPECIAL COMMITTEE

REPORT TO HOUSE

TuESDAY, January, 27, 1953.

The Special Committee on Defence Expenditure begs leave to present the
- following as its

FIRST REPORT
Your Committee recommends that it be empowered

- 1. To print from day to day 750 copies in English and 200 copies in French
of its minutes of proceedings and evidence and such papers and records as may
be ordered by the Committee to be printed, and that Standing Order 64 be
‘suspended in relation thereto.

2. To sit while the House is sitting.

All of which is respectfully submitted.

DAVID A. CROLL,
Chairman.




MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

TueEspaY, January 27, 1953.
(1)

The Special Committee on Defence Expenditure held an executive meeting
this day at 11.00 o’clock a.m.

Members present: Messrs. Applewhaite, Benidickson, Blanchette, Boisvert,
Cavers, Croll, Decore, Dickey, Fleming, Fulton, George, Harkness, Henderson,
Hunter, James, Jutras, Larson, Mecllraith, Pearkes, Stick, Thomas and
Wright—(22).

The Clerk proceeded to the election of the Chairman and called for
nominations.

Mr. Applewhaite moved, seconded by Mr. Decore, that Mr. Croll be elected
Chairman.

Mr. Fleming moved, seconded by Mr. Fulton, that Mr. Pearkes be elected
Chairman.

Mr. Fleming explained that his motion had nothing personal, that he had
in mind only the general interest and that he was thinking of the procedure
followed in the House of Commons of the United Kingdom where an opposition
member may preside over the Public Accounts Committee.

Mr. MclIlraith wanted to know whether such a procedure, if adopted, would
prevent the committee from printing its proceedings.

After debate, on motion of Mr. Dickey, seconded by Mr. Henderson,
Resolved,—That nominations be closed.

Mr. Fleming having requested a recorded vote, the Clerk thereupon put
the question and Mr. Croll was elected Chairman on the following division:

Yeas: Messrs. Applewhaite, Benidickson, Blanchette, Boisvert, Cavers,

Decore, Dickey, George, Henderson, Hunter, James, Jutras, Larson, Mcllraith
and Stick—15.

Nays: Messrs. Fleming, Fulton, Harkness, Thomas and Wright—S5.

Mr. Croll took the Chair and referred to the importance of the Committee
over which he again has the honour to preside.

The Chairman read the Orders of Reference.

Mr. Blanchette moved, seconded by Mr. Henderson, that Mr. Benidickson
be elected Vice-Chairman.

Mr. George moved, seconded by Mr. Boisvert, that nominations be closed
and Mr. Benidickson was elected Vice-Chairman.

After a brief discussion on printing, on motion of Mr. Stick, seconded
by Mr. James,

Resolved,—That the Committee ask leave to print from day to day 750
copies in English and 200 copies in French of its minutes of proceedings and
evidence and such papers and records as may be ordered by the Committee.



6 SPECIAL COMMITTEE

On motion of Mr. Jutras, seconded by Mr. Boisvert,

Resolved,—That the Committee ask permission to sit while the House is
sitting.

The Committee decided to appoint a sub-committee on agenda of 9
members, and on motion of Mr. Cavers the selection of its membership was
left to the Chairman.

The Chairman informed the members of the Committee that it was the
intention to hold meetings on Tuesdays and Thursdays.

The next meeting was tentatively set for Thursday next, January 29, at
which meeting the first report of the sub-committee on agenda dealing with
general procedure, order of business and witnesses will be presented to the
Committee.

At 11.30 o’clock a.m. the Committee adjourned until Thursday, January 29,
at 11.00 o’clock a.m.

THURSDAY, January 29, 1953.
i 2)
The Special Committee on Defence Expenditure met at 11.00 o’clock a.m.

Mr. David A. Croll, Chairman, presided.

Members present: Messrs.  Adamson, Applewhaite, Benidickson, Boisvert,
Croll, Decore, Dickey, Fleming, Fulton, George, Henderson, Hunter, James,
Jutras, Larson, Mcllraith, Pearkes, Power, Stick and Wright—(20).

In attendance: Mr. C. M. Drury, Deputy Minister, Brigadier W. J. Lawson,
Judge Advocate General and W. R. Wright, Chief Secretary, Department of
National Defence.

The Chairman persented the first report of the sub-committee on agenda
as follows:

Your sub-committee on agenda had its first meeting on Tuesday, January
27, under the Chairmanship of Mr. Croll. Messrs. Applewhaite, Benidickson
(Vice-Chairman), Dickey, Fleming, Mcllraith, Pearkes, Thomas and Wright
were present—(9).

The above had been designated by the Chairman pursuant to decision of
the Commission of January 27.
Your sub-committee recommends:

; 1. That the Committee hold its meetings on Tuesday and Thursday and
at the call of the Chair.

2. That on Thursday, January 29, the Committee hear the Deputy
Minister and/or the legal officer of the Department of National Defence.

3. That the Committee call Mr. George S. Currie of Montreal as its
next witness. 2

On motion of Mr. Dickey, the said report was adopted.

-



DEFENCE EXPENDITURE 7

At the request of Messrs. Fleming and Pearkes, the Chairman summarized
the discussion which took place at the first meeting of the sub-committee on
agenda. He listed the following suggested topics:

Construction

Aircraft production

Armaments, Tanks, Ammunition, Guns and small arms.
Naval Vessels

Operation Pinetree

Training Costs—All Services

Recruiting Costs

Soft Goods

. Military Travelling Costs

The Chairman tabled for distribution to the members copies of a reprint
of the Currie Report as appended to the House of Commons Debates on
December 15, 1952, January 13 and 19, 1953, the pagination being identical
to insure accurate and proper references during the deliberations of the
Committee.

Brigadier W. ]. Lawson was called:

He read a statement outlining the irregularities at Camp Petawawa, their
investigation and the action taken.

W00 ~I O WD W

The witness was examined and retired.

At 1.05 o’clock p.m. the Committee adjourned to meet again on Tuesday,
February 3, at 11.00 o’clock a.m.

ANTONIO PLOUFFE,
Clerk of the Committee.
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EVIDENCE

January 29, 1953.
11.00 a.m.

The CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, I see a quorum.

First I have the first report of the agenda committee.
(See Minutes of Proceedings)

Now all of you have been handed a copy of the Currie report.

Mr. FLEMING: Do you intend to say anything further by way of what was
discussed at the steering committee.

The CHAIRMAN: I thought I would say a few words at the end of this
meeting. .

Mr. WrigHT: Mr. Chairman, I think there was another consensus of
opinion raised over and above what you have stated at the agenda committee
meeting; that is, at the hearing of Mr. Currie we should deal with the second
and third parts of his report.

The CHAIRMAN: I had intended to mention when I reported on Mr. Currie’s
coming here what I said to Mr. Currie. There will be time to do that today,
I think.

Mr. PEARKES: The committee dealt with the suggested program. Perhaps
you would bring that up.

The CHAIRMAN: There is no use discussing that here until we reach some
agreement. We have ten or twelve items on the agenda. I thought that once
we finished with the witness—he may not be too long—we would discuss those
aspects and tell the committee what we were talking about—the agenda
committee.

Mr. FLemanG: I don’t think there is anything contentious about this but
I thought the committee would probably like to hear about the other things.

The CHAamrMAN: First you have the report here, the Currie Report, and
also the correspondence. This reprint is the same as Hansard and the pages
are numbered as in Hansard so we can use this as reference and not as in the
original report. Let me just say this. With respect to Mr. Currie, I called him
and asked him to be here with us on Tuesday, he will be here Tuesday morn-
ing. I indicated to him that the committee in discussing his coming had as its
primary interest the concrete recommendations contained in 2, 3 and 4. He
should be ready at that time to discuss with us his views and what is contained
in Parts 2, 3 and 4 and how far the department was justified in proceeding with
security measures and supervision of stores and accounting. He indicated that
he would be prepared to do that. I don’t want the committee to think that
anyone is precluded from discussing other matters which will inevitably arise.
We are hopeful that you will be able to relate them to sections 2, 3 and 4 and
if you don’t the chairman will try to keep you on the path.

Now, while I am at it, we also discussed other matters before the com-
mittee. Members of the agenda committee were requested to indicate what
subjects they wanted this committee to deal with. Here is a list of them,
perhaps you won’t mind copying them down:

1. Construction '
2. Aircraft production
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Armaments, Tanks, Ammunition, Guns and Small arms.
Naval Vessels

Operation Pinetree

Training Costs—All Services

Recruiting Costs

Soft Goods—that is, clothing and that sort of thing
Military Travelling Costs

©ooa;m WGk Ww

The agenda committee was not prepared to make a decision on any of
these, at that time; but if there are any which we have left out in which you
are particularly interested, would you mind communicating with a member
of the agenda committee and we will have it up for discussion at the next
meeting. c

The CHAIRMAN: This morning as our first witness we have Brigadier W. J.
Lawson, the Judge Advocate General, who will relate to us the incidents at
Petawawa in'a chronological and factual fashion.

Brigadier W. J]. Lawson, Judge Advocate General, Department of National
Defence, called:

The CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, I must ask you to permit Brigadier Lawson
to complete his evidence, and then if you have some questions, you will have an
opportunity to examine him, if you feel that is necessary.

The WITNESS: Mr. Chairman, I am Brigadier W. J. Lawson; my appoint-
ment is that' of Judge Advocate General of the Canadian Forces, and in that
| capacity I am the senior legal adviser to the three services, the Defence Research
8 ‘Board, and to the Department of National Defence.
I understand, Mr. Chairman, that you wish me this morning to outline
the irregularities which occurred in the Army Works Services at Camp
, Petawawa during the past three years, and to tell you how these irregularities
1 were investigated and what action has been taken in respect to them.
} In order to put this evidence—the evidence which I shall give—and perhaps
‘ other evidence that will be given to the committee—in a proper perspective,
‘ it occurred to me that it might be useful if I were to say something very briefly
about Camp Petawawa and about the role of the Army Works Services there.
Camp Petawawa, as you know, is an army camp. It comprises 127 square
miles, or 93,000 acres. Of this area the camp site itself, that is what you might
call the built-up area, comprises about 250 acres. The remainder of the
property is used for firing ranges, tank ranges and manoeuvre areas, and there
is on the property also a forestry experimental station which is operated, I
believe, by the Dominion Government. 1
There are in the camp some 961 separate buildings, of which 465 are
married quarters. The other buildings range from large modern barrack blocks
to temporary wooden buildings constructed during the first and second World
Wars, and in many cases rapidly disintegrating.
The camp is situated on the Ottawa river about 100 miles from Ottawa and
12 miles from Pembroke. The camp is commanded by an officer with the rank
of colonel, and he has a small staff of four or five officers to assist him.
As of the 31st December last there were six large units stationed in the
camp; they were Royal Canadian Dragoons with 47 officers and 512 men; the
~ second battalion of the Royal Canadian Regiment with 40 officers and 1,165
men; the third battalion of the Royal Canadian Regiment with 34 officers and
627 men; the 81st Field Regiment Royal Canadian Artillery with 57 officers
and 610 men; the 59th Independent Field Squadron of the Royal Canadian




DEFENCE EXPENDITURE 11

Engineers with nine officers and 287 men; and the 23rd Infantry Workshop
Royal Canadian Electrical and Mechanical Engineers with 7 officers and
168 men.

The average population of the camp during the past few years has been
approximately 3,500 military personnel, 1,000 civilian employees, and 1,300
dependents, or a total of some 5,800 people. In other words, Petawawa is a fair
sized town, and the camp administration is faced with all of the problems
which face any town council in Canada.

Provision has to be made for water, for sewage, for education, for traffic
control, and all the other problems which face any municipal organization
charged with the government of an area in which large groups of people are
living together.

The camp administration, however, has a further problem, one which does
not affect the ordinary municipality, and it is that all of the buildings in the
camp, all of those 960 odd buildings which I have mentioned, are owned by the
Crown. They must be kept in repair; and all the tradesmen who normally
operate in a municipality such as electricians, plumbers, steam fitters, and all
those people are here employees of the Crown.

These are the people who compose the Army Works Services. The Army
Works Services at Camp Petawawa is responsible for supervising new con-
struction and for the maintenance and repair of all of the existing buildings
in the camp. The Army Works Services has a detachment in Petawawa, and
this detachment consists of 3 officers, 33 men, and 233 civilian employees. The
work of these few tradesmen and engineers has vastly increased during the last
few years. This, I think, is well illustrated by the great increase in the
expenditures made at the camp during this period.

In the year 1947-48 the expenditures at Camp Petawawa were, for new
construction, 98,000, and for maintenance, $61,000. )

Going now to the fiscal year 1949-50, we find that these figures have
increased to $2 million for new construction and $183,000 for maintenance;
and in the year 1951-52 they have again increased to $1,982,000 for new
construction, and $1,231,000 for maintenance.

During this period, the strength of the Petawawa detachment of the Army
Works Services increased from 1 officer and 17 men with 83 civilians in 1948
to 3 officers, 33 men, and 233 civilians at the present time.

Mr. PEarkES: Would you mind giving us the rank of the senior officer?

The WiTNESS: The rank is that of major, sir. The company is’commanded
by a major.

Mr. BENIDICKSON: I did not get the first figures.

The WITNESS: One officer, 17 men, and 83 civilians, sir, in 1948.

Mr. WRIGHT: And what are they at the present time?

The Wrrness: Three officers, 33 men, and 233 civilians.

Mr. FLeminG: As I followed those figures, we have been given the figures
for every other year; first it was 1947, then the year 1949-50; and then 1951-52.

The WiTNEss: That is right.

Mr. FLeminGg: Well, have we got the figures for the intervening years?
Is there any significance in that?

The Wirness: Could I answer that question in a moment when I have
obtained the figures?

The CHAlRMAN: Very well. You stick to your last. You may go ahead.

The W;'mzssf: As is inevitable in any large organization such as Camp
Petawawa, in which stores valued roughly at $30 million were held, thefts did
occur, and always have occurred. During the year 1951 the Canadian Provost
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Corps investigated some 43 cases of theft and improper taking of Crown
property. These were all of a comparatively minor nature however. For
illustration, I will give you two or three examples of the type of thing that
happened.

On the 13th of October, 1951, a private soldier was arrested for selling army
shirts to civilians, and he was awarded 30 days detention.

During September, 1951, a quantity of signal cable was stolen from the
camp. The four soldiers involved were apprehended and each awarded 90 days
detention.

On the 10th of May, 1951, a 9 mm. Browning pistol was stolen and the
two soldiers who were responsible were tried by Court Martial and each
awarded a sentence of one year’s imprisonment. And so it goes. There were
a number of instances of that nature. As I have said, there was a total of
some 43 cases which the Provost Corps investigated during the year 1951.

Mr. WricHT: Were there any major ones?

The WrrNESs: No, there were no major cases.

Mr. ApAMsON: These were personnel of the Army Workshops?

The WiTnEss: No, they were not.

Mr. FLEMING: What was the maximum sentence?

The CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, gentlemen. Please wait. Let the witness
continue with his evidence. He will be available to you and you can cover
your ground then. Let us keep his evidence in sequence.

The WiTNESS: None of the Provost investigations that occurred during 1951
disclosed any fraudulent conspiracy among persons in the camp to carry out
organized thefts. You will appreciate, sir, that thefts by individuals are,
generally speaking, fairly easy to detect. But when you get a group of people
who are employed in the some line of work, conspiring together to commit thefts
or other fraudulent acts, then detection is normally extremely difficult.

In addition to the Provost investigations of thefts from the camp during
1951," inquiries were being conducted into the accounting procedures being
followed as a result of a report made by the Chief Auditor of the department
an the 19th of July, 1951. These investigations had disclosed no evidence of
fraudulent conspiracy, but they did indicate the necessity for better and more
accurate accounting.

On the 12th of October 1951, an anonymous letter was received by the
Royal Canadian Mounted Police in which it was alleged that an irregular
transaction had taken place between personnel, or certain personnel of the
Engineers Works Detachment, and a firm known as the Jacobson Iron and
Metal Company of Brockville, involving the improper disposal of several
carloads of cooking stoves and heaters.

This anonymous letter was forwarded by the R.C.M.P. to the army provost
marshall, who in turn forwarded it to the Headquarters Central Command.
The general officer commanding Central Command looked into the matter and
on his recommendation the R.C.M.P. were asked to investigate the circum-
stances disclosed by the letter. The matter was referred by R.C.M.P. head-
quarters to both their Pembroke and Brockville detachments for investigations.
These detachments made a preliminary investigation and reported to head-
quarters that there appeared to be some substance in the allegations contained
in the anonymous letter. When this report was received a senior non-com-
missioned officer of the Criminal Investigation Branch of the R.C.M.P. was
assiened exclusively to the case and he co-operated with the army provost in
carrying out further investigations. The R.C.M.P. and the provost interviewed
everyone in any way concerned with the alleged irregular sale of cooking stoves
and heaters. Their investigation indicated that a considerable quantity of

7




i

L
i
? )

DEFENCE EXPENDITURE 13

material had been improperly disposed of as scrap and that a Staff Sergeant
Young had been one of the persons most seriously implicated in this transaction.
The command provost marsghall succeeded in obtaining a statement from Staff
Sergeant Young on the 23rd of February, 1952. This statement not only dis-
closed the names of the other persons concerned in this scrap deal to which
the anonymous letter had referred, but also disclosed a number of other
irregularities that had occurred in the camp.

When this information was obtained the command provost marshall was
relieved of all other duties and instructed to devote all of his efforts to the
investigation, and the R.C.M.P. placed their investigations in charge of an
inspector who specializes in this type of work and assigned a number of
additional officers and men to the investigations.

The provost and police investigations were carried out in a most efficient
manner. As many of the witnesses had been posted away from Petawawa to
other establishments it was necessary for them to travel to such distant places
as Fort Churchill, Halifax, Charlottetown and Fredericton, to obtain state-
ments and to bring in witnesses from points as distant as Chilliwack in British
Columbia. Some of the army provost reports, as often happens in the early
stages of an investigation, did contain statements that subsequently proved to
be incorrect. Examples of this are statements that horses were placed on the
army payroll in the name of labourers and that certain pulp wood had been
stolen from the Crown.

Mr. FuLTon: Sorry, I did not quite catch that. Statements of witnesses?
The WiTtness: These were statements contained in the provost reports.
They were summaries of statements made by witnesses.

The CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, Brigadier Lawson is making a statement. You
will have a chance at him I assure you.

. The WitNess: To understand the nature of the conspiracy at Camp
Petawawa it is important to appreciate the organization of the army services de-
tachment at the camp during the period in which the irregularities took place.

The officer commanding the detachment during this period was a Major
Elmer. Major Pumple and Captain Baldock were works officers and Staff
Sergeant Young was foreman of works.

Of these, Major Elmer, Captain Baldock, and Staff Sergeant Young were
convicted by the civil courts and are now serving terms in the penitentiary.
Major Pumple was tried by the general officer commanding Central Command
for.irregular conduct, was convicted and has now been discharged from the
army.

By the end of February, 1952 it appeared that sufficient evidence had been
obtained to justify legal action and Mr. G. B. Cooke of the firm of Chown and
Cook of Renfrew was appointed by the Department of Justice as crown counsel
and advised the police and provost in connection with their further
investigations.

By April it appeared that the investigations had reached a stage when
charges could be laid and on the 7th of April Mr. J. W. Pickup, Q.C. was
appointed as senior Crown counsel to prosecute the cases.

On Mr. Pickup’s appointment as Chief Justice of Ontario prosecution was
taken over by Mr. T. N. Phelan, Q.C., of Toronto one of the leading Canadian
counsel. On the 17th of April, 1952 the first charges were laid.

Altogether a total of ten civilians and five military personnel were prose-
cuted in the civil courts, of whom eight civilian and four military personnel were

convicted.
By Mr. Benidickson:

) QI d'on’t want to avoid your laid down procedure Mr. Chairman, but that
raises an important point. When you add these up you have fifteen p'eople
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charged and only 12 cases disposed of—A. All the cases have been disposed of
Mr. Chairman. Some were acquitted and some were convicted.

Q. What about the other three?—A. Acquitted.

Q. There were trials and acquittals.—A. That is right.

Q. In 'other words there is nothing pending at the moment and so we are
not sub judice at the moment?—A. That is right, there is nothing pending.

Mr. PEARKES: Do these acquittals or charges include the officer who was
tried by the commander of the district?

The WirNEss: No, sir. Major Pumple, no, sir.

Mr. PEARKES: That is in addition to the fifteen?

The WiTnNEss: I am coming to the disciplinary action later. I am dealing
now with the civil action.

Mr. ApaMmsoN: Who was the G.O.C.?

The WiTNEss: General Graham, sir. '

The details of the prosecutions are as follows: First, Captain Baldock. He
was arrested on the 18th of April, 1952, there were two charges of conspiracy
to commit theft and two charges of theft laid against him in connection with
the illegal disposal of scrap in 1950 and 1951. On the 16th of September, 1952
he was further charged with breach of trust in connection with the employment
of engineer labour by civilian contractors and the retention of their wages.
He was tried on the 19th of November, 1952 and pleaded guilty to the two
charges of conspiracy. The other charges were dropped and he was sentenced
to two years in the penitentiary on each charge the terms to be concurrent.

Jack Jacobson, the partner in the Jacobson Iron and Metal Company who
had been connected in this matter was also arrested on the 1t8h of April, 1952
and was charged with theft of scrap and conspiracy to commit the theft of scrap.

_His trial commenced on the 12th of November, 1952. He originally pleaded not

guilty but on the 17th of November he changed his plea to guilty on all charges.
He was sentenced to two years in the penitentiary on each charge. There were
four charges two of conspiracy and two of theft. The sentences were again
concurrent. ;

Amos Durant and David Mawhinney, two employees of the Jacobson Iron
and Metal Company, were also arrested on the 18th of April, 1952 and charged
with the theft of scrap and conspiracy to commit theft of scrap. They were
tried on the 12th of November, 1952 and acquitted, as it was apparent that their
employer was the responsible party.

Mr. Apamson: Did these trials take place in Brockville?

The WiTnNESs: No, sir, Pembroke.

Mr. ApamsoNn: All the trials were in Pembroke?

The WiTNEss: Yes, sir.

N. Eisen and H. Eisen who were the owners of the Pembroke Salvage

- Company were arrested on the 18th and 26th of April, 1952 respectively. They

were charged with theft of a tank cupola in 1951, the theft of a skimmer bucket
and boom in 1951, theft of weigh scales and conspiracy to steal.

I might say in connection with these items that although they seem like
very substantial pieces of equipment actually the tank cupola was the cupola
of an old tank left out on the ranges as a target and was rusted and so on.

Mr. LarsoN: What date was that?

The WitnEss: I have not the date.

The weigh scales were also very old and had been replaced and the skimmer
bucket and boom had not been used for many years. The Eisens were tried
on the 21st of December, 1952 and convicted. They were given one year
suspended sentence and fined $250 each.

G
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Staff Sergeant J. M. Young was arrested on the 13th of May, 1952. He was
charged with conspiracy to commit theft of scrap, theft of scrap, and criminal
breach of trust in connection with the hiring of horses. He was tried on one
charge of conspiracy to commit theft on the 10th of June, 1952. This trial
lasted until the 19th of June, when he was convicted and sentenced to two
years in the penitentiary on that one charge. He appealed his conviction to the
Court of Appeal for Ontario, but the appeal was not allowed.

On November 13 he was arraigned on two charges of theft, and the one
remaining charge of conspiracy to commit theft. He pleaded guilty to these
three charges and was convicted and sentenced to two years on each charge,
all of his sentences to be concurrent. The charge of criminal breach of trust
was dropped on the advice of counsel.

Major A. R. Elmer was arrested on the 10th of July, 1952 and charged
with theft of $1,550 received from certain construction companies for the
rental of army equipment, theft of $847 received for gravel sold to various
contractors from a government gravel pit, theft of $50 in connection with the
sale of some slabwood, theft of furniture, theft of $1,088 arising out of the
return to the supplier of certain plumbing fixtures, and theft of $250 being a
rebate of five cents a log received by him from a contractor who had a log
cutting contract at the camp. He was tried on the 10th July, 1952, pleaded
guilty to all charges and was sentenced to two years in the penitentiary on each
charge, the sentences, again to be concurrent.

A Corporal Twocock was arrested on the 22nd October, 1952 and charged
with the theft of building materials which, it was alleged, he had used to
construct a cottage for himself. He was tried on the 17th and 18th of Nov-
ember, 1952, pleaded not guilty, and he was acquited by the jury.

Staff Sergeant Humphrey, Silas Edwards and Mervin Brown were arrested
on the 26th May, 1952 and charged with theft of some linoleum from the camp.
They were all convicted. Humphrey and Edwards were sentenced to one
month in jail and Brown was given a six months’ suspended sentence.

On the 26th May, 1952, Thomas Perkins, A. Wisenberg and F. W. Schultz
were arrested and charged with receiving the stolen linoleum. They were
tried on the 3rd of July and convicted. Each was given six months’ suspended
sentence.

Those were all of the charges laid in civil eriminal courts and dealt with
by those courts. There are no charges pending. ’

Mr. HUNTER: Were these all jury trials or were some of them before a
judge or magistrate?

The WiTneEss: The more serious ones were jury trials in the county court
and some were before magistrates. Major Elmer was before a magistrate. The
linoleum cases were before a magistrate. All the others were before a county
court judge and jury, >

Now, in addition to the civil charges, a number of military personnel were
disciplined. On the 2nd September, 1952, Major F. G. Pumple was charged
with three charges of conduct to the prejudice of good order and military
discipline, first in that he had private dealings with civilian contractors contrary
to the King’s Regulations, secondly, that whilst employed as a works officer at
Camp Petawawa he failed to keep proper records of loans, and, thirdly, that
he improperly expended the Crown’s time and material in the fashioning of
furniture for his personal use. He was tried on the 5th September, 1952, by
the general officer commanding Central Command and convicted on the charges
of private dealings with civilian contractors and of improperly having furniture

constructed. He was awarded a severe reprimand and was subsequently dis-
charged from the army for service misconduct.
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On the 6th June, 1952, Sergeant S. L. Fiset, Corporal L. A. Gareau and
Lance Corporal W. S. Cole were charged with theft of lead from the rifle butts
at Camp Petawawa. They were tried before their commanding officer.
Sergeant Fiset and Corporal Gareau were awarded a severe reprimand and
Lance Corporal Cole was awarded a minor punishment.

On the 19th January, 1953, Sergeant L. A. Milberry was also charged
with theft of lead from the rifle butts. He was tried by his commanding
officer, convicted and awarded a severe reprimand.

On the 16th January, 1953, Corporal Twocock, who had been tried and
acquitted by the civil court on the charge of building his cottage with Crown-
owned materials, was charged with conduct to the prejudice of good order and
military discipline in that he used army equipment for private purposes. He
was awarded a reprimand.

That, Mr. Chairman, covers the disciplinary actions taken in connection
with this matter.

Substantial recoveries have been made from the credit balances in the pay
accounts of the military personnel concerned in this wrongdoing. They are as
follows: Major Elmer, $3,787.30; Captain Baldock, $3,000; Sergeant Fiset,
$233.33; Lance Corporal Cole, $233.33; Sergeant Milberry, $233.33; Corporal
Twocock, $100; Corporal Gareau, $50.

It was not considered proper by the department to take civil action in
respect of the claims, that is, the civil claims arising out of the Petawawa
irregularities, until &ll of the criminal charges had been disposed of. This
matter has now, however, been referred to the Department of Justice with a
request that they take action in all cases in which they consider the Crown
has a legal claim. Over $4,000 has already been recovered from one contractor
who, through an error, overcharged in respect of a contract for the laying of
sewers.

All of the furniture that had been improperly made at Petawawa that
could be identified has been recovered, as has an electric refrigerator, washing
machine, and a boat improperly obtained from a hardware company. Some .of
the stolen linoleum, the weigh scales, some of the heaters, shower stalls and
stoves, and other articles improperly sold as scrap. Other material sold as
scrap is still under seizure. Rumors and police reports suggested that other
irregularities might have occurred at Petawawa. All of these allegations have
been very carefully investigated and where any evidence has been found it
has been submitted to crown counsel. He is of the opinion, however, that the
available evidence does not justify -criminal prosecution in any further cases.

Mr. Chairman, Mr. Fleming asked for expenditures at Petawawa during
the years 1947 to 1953. They are as follows: 1947-48, new construction
:98.705, maintenance $61,320; 1948-49, new construction $2,022,000, maintenance

183,000.

Mr. FLEMING: I may be wrong, but I thought you gave us those figures
you just read as those for the years 1949-50. <

The Witness: The 1949-50 figures are very close. I was making an
approximation.

1949-50, new construction $2,346,000, maintenance $306,315; 1950-51, new
construction $1,989,000, maintenance $892,000; 1951-52, new construction
$1,982,000, maintenance $1,231,000; - 1952-53 to the 31st December, new
construction $1,018,000, maintenance $489,000.

The CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, we heard the statement and now we are
grepared for questioning. Mr. Fleming asked me first.

By Mr. Fleming:

Q. There are a couple of questions I will put now if I may, Mr. Chairman.
I gather from what Brigadier Lawson has told us that the criminal aspect
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of all this matter is now closed?—A. That is right, sir, unless further evidence
comes to light.

Q. I gather this whole investigation and the prosecution and disciplinary
actions which grew out of it commenced with the report received by the
chief auditor dated July 19, 1951. Am I correct in that?—A. That is not
right, sir, no. That did not disclose the conspiracy. The conspiracy was only
uncovered as a result of the investigation following the receipt of the anonymous
letter.

Q. Will you clear up that report? What action followed the receipt of .
that particular report from the chief auditor dated July 19th, 19517—A. The
normal action was that the matter was referred to the Command with the
request that an explanation be given on the observations made by the chief
auditor.

Q. Can we have a copy of that report?—A. The report of the -chief
auditor?

Q. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN: That is all right.

By Mr. Fleming:

Q. You suggest the fact that the report of the chief auditor disclosed no
conspiracy. What was the nature of the report itself?—A. Frankly I am not
competent to speak on auditing. I know nothing about it.

Q. If you are not familiar with the contents of that report I will not
stress that matter further. We may take it that the genesis of the extended
inquiry out of which the disciplinary action grew was the receipt of the
anonymous letter in October 1951?7—A. Yes. That I think is correct, sir.

Q. So that no action of this nature, that is the prosecutions and disciplinary
actions, grew out of the report of the chief auditor?—A. No. Not these
prosecutions to which I have been referring, sir.

Q. I gather that this report of the chief auditor and earlier reports then
had not given rise at least to any prosecutions or disciplinary action?—A. That
is correct as far as I am aware.

Q. Is that a complete answer, Brigadier Lawson? Can I take it that
at no time did prosecutions or disciplinary actions result out of the contents
of the report made by the chief auditor of the department?—A. I cannot
answer that question firmly. I know of none.

Q. Could you inform yourself on that, or have someone bring us that
information?—A. Yes, I could do that, sir. )

Mr. Dickey: The deputy minister might have that.

Mr. WRIGHT: In the six months previous.

By Mr. Fleming:

Q. Coming to the question of that charge of criminal breach of trust
with respect to Sergeant Young with regard to hiring certain animals, you
say that was dropped on the advice of counsel?—A. That is right.

Q. Was that written advice?—A. I cannot answer that at the moment, sir.
I can inform myself on that.

Q. If it was written advice I think I would like to see the communication.

By Mr. Wright:

Q. Were there any courts-martial or disciplinary actions taken against
any of the personnel in this company in the six months prior to this investiga-
tion which you stated on that date in question 2?—A. I am sure, Mr. Chairman,

there would be some disciplinary action. There normally is, but I am not
aware of what it was. )

70224—2
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Q. Could the committee have a report of the disciplinary action and
prosecutions which had taken place in the six months prior to the date of
these investigations being started by the R.C.M.P.

Mr. BENIDICKSON: What date?

Mr. WRiGHT: October, 1950, :

The CHAIRMAN: The letter came on October 12, 1951. Any disciplinary
action was taken previous to October. The charges were not laid until Feb-
ruary, 1952. Now what date have you in mind? Six months previous to
February, 19527

Mr. WRIGHT: Let us take a year previous to April, 1952. That will give
some indication to the committee whether there was any previous notice of
irregularities in the camps.

The CHAIRMAN: You appreciate, Mr. Wright, that some action was taken
on small matters by the officer in charge.

Mr. WRIGHT: I would like an official statement of all of the disciplinary
actions which may have been taken in that company in the year previous to
April, 1952.

The WiTness: I would like to make a correction in my evidence in con-
nection with that. I said in the year 1951 there were 43 cases investigated
by the Provost Detachment at Petawawa. That number should have been 84.

Mzr. FLEMING: That is the calendar year 19517

The WITNESS: Yes, sir.

By Mr. Wright: S

Q. Were the charges of theft dropped against Captain Baldock? You
mentioned there was one charge on which he was sentenced and two other
charges laid against him were dropped. Is there anything to show why those
charges were dropped? On whose advice wére they dropped?—A. They were
dropped on the advice of counsel.

Q. On the advice of—A. Of the Crown counsel, Mr. Phelan.

Q. Have we any written statement from the Crown counsel with regard
to that?—A Not that I am aware of. I am not sure. v

Mr. DickeEy: He had been convicted and sentenced to two years prior to
the dropping of the other charges?

The WiTNESs: That is right.

Mr. HUNTER: It is normal to drop extra charges unless as a result of those
charges you would have an additional sentence; if you are only going to
repeat the sentence you already have it is normal procedure to drop them?

The WiITNESS: Yes, sir.

Mr. WRIGHT: I am not familiar with these things. It was something which
came to my mind that the committee might want to know.

The CHAIRMAN: Any further questions?

By Mr. Applewhaite:

Q. It is possible that this witness cannot answer this question but the
figures he gave us in connection with the maintenance expenditures at
Petawawa in 49-50, $183,000—these are approximate; 51-52, $1,231,000—I
would appreciate it if we had some explanation accounting for the six-fold
increase in maintenance expenditures in that short time?—A. The reason for
that great increase in maintenance was the very large program of renovation

at Petawawa made necessary by our preparations for our commitments in
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Korea and in Europe. In othér words the existing buildings had to be entirely ,
renovated and done over so we could move troops in who were subsequently
to go to Korea and Europe. ; ;
Q. And renovation was included in maintenance?—A. Yes, sir.
Mr. DickEY: This is also part of the terrific build up imposed on the army
work services in this period? g

The Witness: That is right.

By Mr. Fulton:

Q. Brigadier Lawson, you gave us as I recall only one set of particulars
with respect to the times of the offences which were charged against these
various persons. You told us Captain Baldock was charged for offences
occurring in 1951 and 1952. Were there any other charges laid with respect
to offences going back that far and if so in what years were those offences
committed?—A. Mr. Chairman, all of the charges relating to this scrap deal
were confined to two periods. There were charges laid of theft of scrap in
1950 and of conspiracy to steal scrap in 1950, and there were charges laid in
respect of 1951, one charge of theft and one of conspiracy, and you will notice
in the cases of Baldock, Young and Jacobson there were two charges on theft
and two of conspiracy.

Q. The offences with respect to which Staff Sergeant Young was charged
went back to 1950 for one and 1951 for another?—A. That is right, sir.

Q. Were any of the charges with respect to offences occurring prior to
1950?—A. There was one charge against Major Pumple which related to an
incident in 1949.

Q. Was he convicted with respect to that charge?—A. Yes, sir.

Q. Could you indicate to us the nature of the offence?—A. The charge
was that of “conduct to the prejudice”, in that he had had improper dealings
with contractors.

Q. And that was the farthest back in point of time of any of the charges,
was it?—A. Yes, sir.

Q. You said in your evidence that you thought we should get a perspective,
and you gave evidence as to the expenditures at Petawawa. I wonder if you
could get figures for us to show how great a proportion of the Army Works
Services total responsibility, or total expenditures is represented by Petawawa?
—A. I believe I have the total expenditures’ for the Army Works Services
here. The total expenditure for the Army Works Services were as follows:

In 1947-48, $ 7,500,000
1948-49, $15,500,000
1949-50, $19,000,000
1950-51, $45,500,000
1951-52, $68,500,000
and 1952-53, estimated, $77,500,000.

Q. You do not have anywhere worked out the proportion of Petawawa
expressed as a proportion of the total?—A. No, I have not, sir.

By Mr. Hunter:

Q. What do these figures include?—A. They are expenditures for which
the Army Works Services are directly responsible. 3

Q. Do they include pay for the Army Works Services?—A. No, not pay;
they are expenditures other than the upkeep of the Army Works Services itself.

Q. Yes. :

: Mr. Furton: Mr. Chairman, perhaps I might ask my questions through
Brigadier Lawson, or we could get it worked out, but I would like to have it
70224—23%
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worked out as a proportion of the total so that we could see the field covered
by this inquiry, and also expressed as a proportion of the total army expendi-
tures for these same periods.

The CHAIRMAN: Let us deal with the question. It is a matter of arithmetic.
Someone has to do it. I think I will ask the Deputy Minister. Will you have
it for us?

Mr. DrRURY (Deputy Minister of National Defence): Yes.
The CHAIRMAN: He will have it for us at the next meeting.

By Mr. Henderson:

Q. Going back to 1951, there was a total of 84 cases of theft which were
investigated, and those cases were heard as a result of Provost investigations.
I presume that the 84 cases were not confined to Works Services personnel, but
to the whole population of the camp, bearing in mind the fact that there were
units coming and going?—A. That is correct, and they are not, all 84, cases
of theft; there were 84 cases of investigation of matters having to do with
improper takings of property, or the improper handling of property, but not
all of theft.

Q. Have you any idea how many people passed through the camp during
that year?—A. I am afraid I have not got that information.

By Mr. Pearkes:

Q. You gave us the organization of the Army Works Detachment at
Petawawa as being 3 officers, commanded by a major, and 33 other ranks, and
some civilians. I would like to ask a few questions. regarding the chain
of command to that Works Services Detachment. From whom did they receive
their instructions? From whom would they obtain their authority to carry
out works? To whom would they report, and who supervised that work of
the Army Works Services Detachment?—A. Mr. Chairman, the Army Works
- Services Detachment at Petawawa would receive its instructions through nor-
mal command channels, that is, through Central Command. Army Headquarters
to Central Command to the detachment in Petawawa.

Q. Would they pass through the O.C. at Petawawa, or would they come
direct from Central Command?—A. They would go through the O.C. of the
camp, sir. There is, of course, a senior engineer officer at headquarters of
Central Command who has charge, generally, of the supervision of these works
detachments in the camps.

Q. Is there any senior engineering officer at Petawawa Camp, or is the
‘officer in charge of works services a senior engineer officer?—A. The officer
in charge of the Works Services is the senior engineer officer.

Q. There is no senior engineer officer above him at Petawawa?—A. No
sir. The headquarters staff is a very small one; it comprises a colonel and four
or five other officers. That is the total headquarters staff.

Q. And the colonel in charge at Petawawa Camp would receive all his
engineering advice from the engineer officer in charge of the works services?
—A. That is right, sir. That is right in respect of the Works Services them-
selves, but not the training of engineers. That is another matter.

Q. But the officer in command at Petawawa would be responsible not only
for the administration, but for the general supervision of training soldiers as
engineers of other units?—A. The officer in command of the camp is not in
charge of training. The units train, as I understand it, independently. The
camp headquarters is an administrative headquarters.

Q. With no responsibilities for co-ordinating training or anything of that
:ort;ir it is a purely administrative headquarters?—A. That is as I understand
I sir, 3
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Q. Then, would the O.C. of the Works Services Detachment at Petawawa
obtain authority from the O.C. at Petawawa Camp to carry out any works that
were required?—A. The camp commander would have certain limited powers
to order work carried out, and could give instructions in so far as his powers
went, but they would be quite limited. Instruction for larger projects would
come from Central Command or from army headquarters in Ottawa through
Central Command.

Q. Is there any limit? Could you tell us the limit of powers, that is, how
much the O.C. at Petawawa may authorize without reference to Central
Command?—A. I have not that information available at the moment but I can
easily get it.

Q. Then the work of the O.C. of the Works Services would be supervised
by the officer commanding at Petawawa directly?—A. I would not say that,
sir, no. The officer commanding at Petawawa is not normally an engineer. It
comes under him, and he would certainly have supervision over it, but not
detailed supervision.

Q. Who would carry out any detailed supervision?—A. The command
engineer officer would go from time to time to Petawawa, and officers of his
staff would go and check on what was going on.

Q. And that command headquarters is situated at what point?—A. At
Oakville, sir.

Q. And there was a senior engineer officer at command headquarters, or
did they have one at this time?—A. At that time, sir, the senior engineer
officer was a lieutenant-colonel. He had on his staff a captain, 2 lieutenants,
and a small sub staff.

Q. And that small staff would be responsible for the supervision of the
Engineer Works Services, and the Engineer Services being carried out through-
out the whole Central Command?—A. The command engineer, sir, would have
the over-all responsibility. There are, of course, areas.in the command. For
example, in Ontario, there are engineer officers in eastern Ontario area with
headquarters at Kingston, and in the western Ontario area with headquarters
at London.

Q. But the eastern Ontario headquarters command would have no super-
vision over Petawawa Camp?—A. That is correct. It comes directly under the
command of the command headquarters.

Q. Could you tell us the age and the service the O.C., Major Elmer, had
prior to going to Petawawa Camp?—A. I am afraid I will have to get that;
I have not got it immediately available.

Q. I think it is important, because you illustrated the large amount of
money which he must supervise; and I think it is only fair to him for us to
know what his previous service was.

The CHAIRMAN: We shall get the answer to that for you, General Pearkes.
It is Major Elmer’s age and experience. That is the question.

Mr. PEARKES: He was the officer in command.

The CHAIRMAN: Yes. Now, Mr. Larson.

By Mr. Larson:

Q. I was rather struck by the rough calculations. Since 1947 it appears
that a good deal over $10 million has been spent at Petawawa. Is that correct?
A good deal over $10 million has been spent for maintenance and construction?
—A. Yes, that is correct.

Q. And so the army works services have access to most of the material
involved in this construction and maintenance?—A. Yes.

Q. Have you any idea what the total disappearances were in the period?
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The CHAIRMAN: Now just one moment, gentlemen, please. You must
speak up. The acoustics here are better than in the railway committee room,

but are still not too good. You must speak up so that the witness can be sure

he knows what you are asking.

By Mr. Larson:
Q. Have you any idea what the total disappearances were during that
period?—A. No, I have not.
Q. Would $51,000 be a rough estxmate"
The CHAIRMAN: No, you remember I said he would be factual.

The WiITNESS: I wish to correct my first answer. I said the army works
services personnel would have access to all this material. Actually, they would
have very little access to contractors’ material. A great deal of this work was
done by contractors under the supervision of the army works services.

By Mr. Larson:

Q. I would like to have an established percentage, but I see that cannot be
done at this time. It would appear to me to be fairly low. Just one other
question. Have you any idea what date the target tank was removed from the
camp?—A. September, 1951.

Q. Just one other point. Respecting the matter of the horses on the payroll
that you mentioned, would that be considered in accountant’s terminology
payroll padding?—A. I am not an accountant, sir, I am afraid I cannot answer
that.

The CHAIRMAN: I do not think that is a question we should ask Brigadier
Lawson.

Mr. LAarRsoN: I will reserve that.

By Mr. Benidickson:

Q. Brigadier Lawson, you mentioned that at this time the complement
of the works company at Petawawa consisted of three officers and some thirty-
three military personnel and two hundred and thirty-three civilians, and you
also mentioned that some ten civilians had charges laid against them. Were
any of the civilians in the group of employees at Petawawa?—A. Yes, sir, they
were. Those charged in connection with the theft of linoleum were employees.

Q. How many out of the ten were employees?—A. Five.

Q. You said that five military personnel were subject to charges? . Did
that include all the officers of the works company at one stage?—A. There was
one junior officer, a lieutenant, not included.

Q. Of the other two or three how many were N.C.0.s?>—A. There was
Staff Sergeant Young and Sergeant Humphries, they were the only people in
the engineering works services.

Q. I am coming to the anonymous letter received on October, 1951. I think
you said this went to command headquarters, is that correct?—A. That is
correct.

Q. Have you any knowledge as to when it came to the attention of Ottawa
headquarters?—A. The anonymous letter was received on the 12th of October.

Q. By whom?—A. By the R.C.M.P on the 12th of October and it was
immediately sent to Army headquarters and from there to Central Command
headquarters.

Q. In other words it went down and not up?—A. That is right, and it
“arrived at the Central Command headquarters on the 16th of October.

Q. You mentioned that subsequently the provost corps made certain
investigations and in the course of ﬁese investigations they obtained a number
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of statements some of which you said did not subsequently stand up, and I
think you gave examples of pulp wood and other inaccuracies related to horses.
—A. That is not exactly what I said. I said the provost reports which were in
effect brief summaries of these statements and were not in some instances
strictly accurate. h

Q. Were these provost reports available to Mr. Currie?—A. Yes, I am
informed they were made available to Mr. Currie.

Q. Did any of the charges that we have heard about relate to any equip-
ment that was the property of the Sullivan Construction Company?—A. I do
not quite follow the question, Mr. Chairman, do you mean construction equip-
ment that they owned? \

Q. Exactly. Yes, I believe they were on the camp at that time. Did any
of the charges involve the theft of property belonging to the Sullivan Con-
struction Company?—A. No, sir, none of the charges related to the theft of
equipment from the Sullivan Construction Company.

Q. Did any of the charges involve bacon?

The WiITNEss: No, sir.

Mr. BENIDICKSON: What was the name of the construction company from
whom you recovered $4,000.

The CHAIRMAN: Well he did not give us the name, Mr. Benedickson. I
leave it entirely to you and you can use your own judgment on that.

Mr. BENIDICKSON: I won’t press it, but we have had the names of other
people.

The CHAIRMAN: We have had names of people convicted and that is quite
proper, but these were not convicted.

Mr. FuLTOoN: My recollection was that Brigadier Lawson said one con-
tractor had made a payment as a result of it being informed it was in error.
Mr. BENIDICKSON: I won’t press it.

By Mr. Adamson:

Q. I would like to ask the size of the administrative staff in the summer
and the winter. I understand Petawawa in the summer is used for summer
training and there is a lot of the reserve army goes there and there is a General
who is in charge of summer training. Can you give us the difference in the
set-up of the staff in the summer and winter time?—A. I cannot give you the
exact figures on that, Mr. Chairman. What happens in the summer is that a
proportion of the staff from Central Command moves up to Petawawa to handle
:lge summer training. I could obtain the figures if you would like to have

em.

Q. Does the general officer commanding Central Command move to
Petawawa in the summer?—A. He will go up from time to time or perhaps go
up and stay for a period. He does not officially move there, that is, he is not
9ﬁicially posted from headquarters Central Command to Camp Petawawa. It °
is under his charge, of course, and he goes up from time to time.

Q You said there were how many officers on the permanent staff under
the camp commandant, and can you give me their functions?

The CHAIRMAN: One question at a time, gentlemen.

The Wrrr.n:ss: Th.ere is the commander, who is a colonel; there is the
D.A.Q., who is a major; a staff captain and a fluctuating number of staff
learners, probably one, two or three.

By Mr. Adamson: '

Q. And these few officers are responsible for some 3,500 military personnel
and seven units?—A. No, that ‘would not be correct, sir. The units look after
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their own men. This is only an administrative staff. The units look after
discipline, training, everything of that nature. The camp staff is an adminis-
trative staff.

Q. The camp staff looks after them for things like rations?—A. I think
that is correct, sir.

Q. And construction?—A. Right, sir.

Q. Traffic control?—A Yes.

Q. And who looks after such things as the accounting of the grocery store
and the department store?—A. The camp headquarters is responsible for that.

Q. Have you any idea of the turnover in cash value at these two stores
during the year?—A. I have not, sir. We can obtain that information.

Q. I would like to have it.

The CHAIRMAN: That will be made available

By Mr. Adamson:

Q. And the provost officer is under the camp commandant?—A. The
provost officer comes under the camp commandant for local administration, but
for provost matters he has a direct channel to the Command provost marshal.
He reports to him.

Q. At Oakville?—A. Yes, at Oakville.

Q. How many personnel are there in the provost detachment at Camp
Petawawa?—A. In 1951 there was a staff of five, sir, a sergeant and four men.
Then there is a provost officer in the camp who is commander of the detention
barracks and also has supervision over the provost detachment.

Q. If I understand you correctly, he reports Central Command, not to the
camp commandant?—A. On provost matters directly to Central Command, sir.

Q. Under whose command come the civilian guards at the gates?—A. They
come under the camp commandant, sir.

Q. And who supplies them?—A. They are supplied through the Corps of
Commissionaires.

Q. Can you tell me how many there are?—A. I will have to get the
figures, sir. I think there are around twenty, but I am not sure of that.

Q. What I am driving at is that for the camp commandant and two perma-
nent officers and some staff learners—it seems a tremendous responsibility for
such a small staff.

The CHAIRMAN: I saw what you were driving at, Mr. Adamson!

By Mr. Stick: :

Q. During your evidence, Brigadier Lawson, you mentioned that Major
Pumple, as I understand it, was tried by general court martial and discharged
from the army.—A. No, sir, he was tried by the general officer commanding
Central Command and sentenced to a reprimand.

Q. Was he subsequently discharged?—A. He was subsequently discharged
from the army.

Q. Can I have the conditions of his discharge?—A. He was discharged,
Mr. Chairman, for service misconduct.

Q. On what conditions? What would happen to his pension rights and things
like that?

Mr. McILrarTH: What are the consequences?

The WiTness: It is a misconduct discharge. He would get no pension.
He would have the money he had paid into the pension fund returned to him.

By Mr. Stick:

Q. Just one more question. I am not a lawyer, Mr. Chairman, and it has
been stated that organized theft is very hard to detect. My idea is that the
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more people involved in a thing of that nature the easier it would be to detect.
Can you explain why it is harder to detect, in general terms? I do not want
the deails.—A. I am not a police officer, sir, but I have been told that the
reason is that your normal protection against theft is a system of checks. I
mean you have one person checking another. In this case the officer command-
ing the detachment was involved in the conspiracy, and there was no check
at all.

Q. In other words, there is a lot of covering up done?—A. That is right.

Q. And that is the reason it was not detected before?—A. That is as I
understand it.

The CHAIRMAN: As I understood the evidence, the man in charge of the
detachment was a Major Elmer and the man immediately under him was a
Captain Baldock, and the sergeant was Sergeant Young, and a conspiracy
revolved around the three of them. They are all now convicted and sentenced.

By Mr. Benidickson:

Q. Were they all there at one time?—A. Yes, sir.
Q. Were there any privates charged?—A. No, there were not.

By Mr. Boisvert:

Q. Did the various thefts committed in Petawawa Camp to which you
referred in your evidence involve a large sum of money?—A. That I cannot
answer accurately, sir. I would say not, from what information I have
available. :

Q. Have you got any idea of the value of the stolen property at Petawawa
and the value of that which was recovered by your department?—A. I am
afraid I cannot give you the value, sir. I did in my evidence mention the large
number of recoveries that have been made. I have a figure here, sir, but
I do not know anything as to its accuracy personally. Total losses, $54,143.75;
total recoveries, $18,394.32; and estimated net loss of $35,749.43.

The CHAIRMAN: General Pearkes, you asked a question and the brigadier’s
very competent staff have now got the information. I think you better have
it now instead of waiting for it.

The WiTNESS: General Pearkes asked for the financial authority of the
general officer commanding and the camp commander in connection with
works. The answer is that the camp commander has no authority. He can-
not authorize any works. The general officer commanding in 1949-50 had
authority up to $5,000; in 1950-51 this was increased to $10,000, this authority
is for maintenance only.

The CHAIRMAN: Is there anyone who has not yet had an opportunity, who
would like to ask any questions? We have gone the rounds. Mr. Fulton.

By Mr. Fulton:

Q. Brigadier Lawson, were you one of the officers of the department who
saw this report between the time it was drafted and the time it was presented?
—A. No, Mr. Chairman, I was not.

Q. Did anyone in your branch—

The CHAIRMAN: Now, just a minute. He said he did not. He is the head
of the branch and he did not, and that is the answer.

By Mr. Fulton:
Q. And there is another question: did anyone in the Judge Advocate
General’s branch, to your knowledge, see it or was called in?—A. Mr,
Chairman, to my knowledge no one in my branch saw the report.
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Q. On another subject. Can you tell us the procedure with regard to the
contracts which you have referred to at the camp, contracts with civilian
construction companies, and so on. Are those signed contracts and if so who
actually signs for the department or for the Crown on the part of the military
authorities?—A. Mr., Chairman, all contracts are made through Defence Con-
struction Limited and the documents are signed by the authorities of that
organization. The Department of National Defence has nothing to do with
the contracts. ;

- Q. Well, in your evidence you referred to a contract. Could you give us
one of the contracts in which a civilian contractor was involved in the charges
that were laid?—A. There was a contract for the disposal of scrap. That was
perhaps the most important.

Q. Right. Now, was that contract signed in the way which you have
described, or would it be signed by an officer at the camp?—A. That is a
different type of contract to the type I was mentioning. I was referring to
construction contracts. This was a contract in connection with surplus, and
surplus scrap contracts of that nature were made by the Crown Assets Disposal
Corporation.

Q. Then the officers at the camp have no authority to sign these minor

" contracts, is that correct?—A. They have only a very limited local purchase

authority to buy things needed immediately, but no contract of any amount
at all can be made by the officers at the camp.

Q. Were all the contracts in connection with which charges were subse-
quently laid signed by Crown Assets Disposal Corporation?—A. Well, Crown
Assets Disposal or Defence Construction or Canadian Commercial Corporation.
The system, sir, is that the Department of National Defence itself does not
enter into these contracts. There are other agencies of the government whose
duty it is to negotiate these contracts.

Q. Just one final question. Does your knowledge establish the fact that
of all these contracts or of any contracts that were involved in the charges
that were laid none of them were contracts entered into either properly or
improperly by officers at the camp?—A. I know of none that were entered into
by officers of the camp.

By Mr. Jutras:

Q. I believe you said that five military personnel were charged and four
convicted. How many of those were discharged from the service?—A. Captain
Boldock has been discharged; Staff Sergeant Young was discharged; Major
Elmer was discharged, and Major Pumple. I cannot answer as to the others
at the moment, but I can obtain that information.

Mr. GEORGE: Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask, in the figures that the wit-
ness gave of the amount of construction and maintenance that was done at
Petawawa over the years, could you give us or obtain for us how much of this
was done by contract in dollar value and how much by the works service?

The WiTNESS: I can obtain that.

Mr. HunTER: First of all, I did not get the charge that was laid against
Major Pumple and tried by the G.O.C.

The CHAIRMAN: That is a very convenient charge used by the army.

By Mr. Hunter:

Q. Was there any evidence which indicated Mr. Pumple was a party to
the conspiracy?—A. There is no evidence that Major Pumple was connected
with the scrap metal conspiracy charges.

Q. In ?vhose charge are the equipment and materials used by the army
works services? Do they get equipment and materials from ordnance or are
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they under their own charge?—A. The Army works services get material and
equipment from ordnance but once they get it it is on their own charge.

Q. They do not run a stores depot?—A. Mr. Chairman, the engineers do
have a stores depot at Petawawa in which they stock engineers’ materials. They
draw ordnance materials from the ordnance depots.

Q. On whose charge was this scrap?—A. The works services would be
responsible for the scrap.

Q. If they disposed of something in their own charge, then the only check
would be themselves?—A. That is correct, sir.

Q. When the chief auditor makes a report on the camp at Petawawa to
whom does that report go directly?—A. To the deputy minister, sir.

Q. It goes directly to the deputy minister?—A. The report is made by the
chief auditor to the deputy minister. :

Q. Does he make a report to his minister?

The CHAIRMAN: We will have the deputy minister here and he will speak
for himself. I want to thank the brigadier for the clear and informative man-
ner in which he has addressed the committee, and thank him for the way in
which he gave his evidence. I also thank his very competent staff.

The committee qdj ourned.
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

TuUEsSDAY, February 3, 1953.
(3)

The Special Committee on Defence Expenditure met this day at 11.00
o’clock. Mr. David A. Croll, Chairman, presided.

Members present: Messrs. Adamson, Applewhaite, Benidickson, Blanchette,
Boisvert, Cavers, Croll, Decore, Dickey, Fleming, Fulton, Harkness, Henderson,
Herridge, Hunter, James, Jutras, Larson, Macdonnell (Greenwood), McIlraith,
Pearkes, Power, Stick, Thomas, Wright. (25)

In attendance: Mr. G. S. Currie of McDonald, Currie & Company, Chartered
Accountants, Montreal, Quebec, Mr. C. M. Drury, Deputy Minister, Mr. E. B.
Armstrong, Assistant Deputy Minister (Finance) and Mr. W. R. Wright, Chief
Secretary, Department of National Defence.

The Chairman announced that Mr. Herridge had replaced Mr. Gillis on
the Committee.

Mr. George S. Currie was called. He read a prepared statement, was
examined and retired.

At 1 o’clock, the Committee adjourned to meet again on Thursday, Feb-
ruary 5, at 11.00 o’clock a.m.

ANTONIO PLOUFFE,
Clerk of the Committee.

Note: Page references to Currie Report are those of House of Commons
Hansard of December 15, 1952. '
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February 3, 1953.
11.00 a.m.

The CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, I see a quorum. There has been a change on
the committee. Mr. Herridge is replacing Mr. Gillis.

Our witness today is Mr. George S. Currie, a former deputy minister of
Defence, chartered accountant of Montreal and the author of the Currie Report.
I am sure you wish me on behalf of the committee to welcome him here. Mr.
Currie has an opening statement. After he has finished with the statement—
I do wish that you not question him while he is making the statement—we
will then proceed as the committee has indicated and deal with parts 2, 3, and 4,
which are the recommendations. Mr. Currie will explain and develop them for
you. Perhaps he will have some supplementary views or information which
will be of use to the committee.

W. George S. Currie, chartered accountant of Montreal, called:

The WiTNESS: Mr. Chairman and members of the committee:

I welcome the opportunity which is afforded me of making a preliminary
general statement to the Committee concerning my report to the Minister of
National Defence on the Army Works Services.

It is important to refer at the outset to the terms of reference which are
contained in a telegram of April 21 from the Minister of National Defence to
me, reading as follows—

Confirming telephone please undertake immediate investigation and
report earliest possible date into deficiencies and other irregularities
engineering detachment at Petawawa and related matters there, or else-
where both to determine cause and make recommendations regarding
security and accounting for stores equipment and services so as to prevent
recurrence with any additional powers or terms of reference which are
necessary to make complete and thorough investigation and report.

From the foregoing it will be observed—
(a) that deficiencies and other irregularities at Petawawa had already
been discovered; :
. (b) that I was instructed to investigate deficiencies, irregularities and
related matters not only at Petawawa but also elsewhere;
(c) that the objective of the investigation was to determine the cause;

Mr. Chairman, I would like to emphasize that I was to determine the cause.
How was I to go about determining the cause? I must investigate and deter-
mine what the conditions were which allowed this situation to develop. I
:lallirefore had to find out what the conditions were before remedial action was

en.
(d) that I was to make recommendations regarding security and account-
ing with a view to preventing recurrence; and
(e) that I was vested with additional powers or terms of reference
necessary for a complete and thorough investigation and report.

31
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In the investigation I was assisted by a number of members and employees
of my firm. My assistants and I received ready and full co-operation from the
Minister and all departments of Government with which I dealt. The personnel
of the various companies and detachments—I refer there of course to the army
works services—with whom we came in contact had been alerted to the
necessity of finding out what had gone wrong and what should be done to
improve the situation and were co-operative and eager to be of assistance.

As will be seen from the report comprehensive general examinations were
made at Petawawa, Toronto, London, Borden, Barriefield, Vancouver, Regina,
Quebec and Halifax which in my opinion represented a fair cross section of
the Army Works Services. We also examined the Chief Auditor’s reports on
other companies and detachments.

Deficiencies and irregularities, as I have just mentioned, had already been
discovered at Petawawa. A number of cases had already been made the subject
of court proceedings. I ascertained early in my investigation that the Depart-
ment of National Defence had already commenced to take active steps to
improve conditions and that the results were becoming evident in varying
degrees in the various commands.

As my investigation proceeded it became apparent to me that the most
important feature of my task was, after having ascertained the causes of the
deficiencies and irregularities, to make recommendations from the point of
view of security and accounting as to the methods to be adopted to correct
the situation found to exist. In this connection it will be observed that the
first part of my report consisting of seventeen pages (Hansard pages T12-716)
deals with the nature of deficiencies and irregularities discovered and the causes
thereof and that the remainder comprised in pages 18 to 74 (Hansard pages
716-730) and certain appendices contains my recommendations, general and
more detailed, as to organization of the Service and methods of control, account-
ing and security.

_My recommendations were made in an effort to be constructive. Their
apphgation in some cases may require further detailed study and planning so
as to integrate or fit them into the existing system.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN: Mr, Currie, is there any elaboration or any further informa-
tion that you would like to give us with respect to this statement, anything
further you can add to it?

The WiTness: Mr. Chairman, by way of explanation I would like to say
this: That in my report one of the problems which confronted me was how
I should deal with the irregularities as Petawawa. I seriously considered
eliminating any particulars whatsoever seeing that some of them were being
dealt with through the courts. It was also impressed upon me that any partic-
ulars given by me in my report might prejudice one way or another the
cases which were before the criminal courts. However, I thought that the
terms of reference were such that I would be expected to mention these
irregularities in the report. Now, I draw your attention to a paragraph on page
11 of my report—page 714 of the Hansard: “In such circumstances, when rigid
accounting methods fail, police examination is the only available recourse
left. This has been carried out with painstaking thoroughness, and leads me
to the belief that most, if not all, the important irregularities have been
uncovered. The police, too, have been able to recover by far the greater
quantity of the missing goods, and these have been returned to stores.”

I would also say that all the cases in the police and provost corps reports
are not mentioned in my report or referred to. In the main, however, I took
all this material from the R.C.M.P. and the provost corps reports. Some I
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tested, like in the case of the cement, but as I say and emphasize again I was
trying to find out what the cause was that these conditions should have
occurred.

The CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, we are dealing with parts 1, 2, 3 and 4 of
the report. I should like very much if the committee would just direct itself
to that.

By Mr. Mcllraith:

Q. I notice from the top of page 2 of your statement this morning, Colonel
Currie, that you say that you have received ready and full co-operation from the
minister and all departments of the government with which you dealt and
you have a similar type of statement in the early part of your report, page 712
of Hansard, where you say: “May I express my thanks to you and to all depart-
ments of government, including of course the Department of National Defence,
for the ready and full co-operation afforded me.” I take it that there is no
doubt about it because of the fact of your repetition of that statement that
you thought you got full co-operation and full access to any information you
wanted?—A. That is correct, every word of it.

Q. My reason for asking that was that there had been a suggestion made
that you had allowed yourself to be intimidated, and I take it from those two
statements that you had full access to anything and everything you wanted in
the course of your duties?—A. That is correct.

Q. Now, coming on Part II, page 716 of Hansard, at the top of the page,
the second column, you start off saying: “The usual annual program of the army
works services comprises the following main tasks:” and then you outline three
sub-headings:

(1) The requisite maintenance program—a fixed commitment.
“(2) That proportion of the planned new construction program
approved by the government for the year.

(3) The planning of further new construction and maintenance
requirements.

In the earlier evidence in this case we were given the actual figures of
those items going back the last three years—last several years. Those figures
showed a sharp increase in the amount of work being undertaken. Would
you care to comment on the bearing that increase had on the causes of these
irregularities at Petawawa?—A. I have dealt with that somewhere in my
report, but they were handicapped first of all by shortage of staff. Secondly,
the organization was not flexible enough—was not so designed—it was obsolete
—to handle the vast increase in the amount of business, we call it in com-
merce—and the amount of work they were asked to do; they were overwhelmed
after the Korean crisis, they were overwhelmed with the program of main-
tenance and capital expenditures.

Q. Now, coming on to page 717 of Hansard—your report.

The CHAIRMAN: The right or the left column please?

By Mr. Mecllraith:

Q. Left column, page 717. You deal with “limiting factors”. “The
capacity of the army works services to perform its tasks is hampered by”
and you set out the three sub-headings: “l. Inability to obtain staff (civilian
as well as military).”

I would like you to elaborate just a bit on sub-heading 1, the inability to
obtain staff. Would you care to elaborate on that in particular?—A. The
first thing I think of is wages and salaries offered. I think that probably
is one of the very important parts in so far as civilians go but also they are
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in quite a competitive market in a lot of the type of help they need to get,
for instance there was a great shortage of engineers in civilian life, architects,
and those people who are of that nature directly engaged in construction
projects.

Q. I take it there are two types of civilian staff, those hired through
the Civil Service Commission, mainly in the headquarters and in the civil
service part of the operation in Ottawa, and then the actual civilian tradesmen
and labourers? Would you care to make any comment as between the two
groups?—A. I would like to add to your enumeration accountants as well
because they, I feel, from the point of view of my investigation, were very
important to have in the organization—accountants. In so far as the civil
service is concerned, the first thing I think of is the great delay in getting
approval for changes in establishments or increases in personnel that are
required, and from the point of view certainly of the army, and which I
agree with, an inability to appreciate the need for certain skills in the type
of men they want. We found that particularly the case in storemen, where
they are sometimes required to look after half a million dollars worth of
materials.

Q. Coming back to accountancy. Accountants would be hired through
the Civil Service Commission without exception?—A. As far as I know;
I would think so.

Q. And what about the pay classifications with respect to professional
men like accountants who would be hired on a salary basis?—A. Well, from
our examination, for instance, of the particular positions that were required
to be filled in the army works services, and I again go back to the position
of storemen, salaries offered to storemen were just so low they would not
attract men competent enough to look after those stores and understand them,
because they have in their charge technical stores of great value and of a kind
that the ordinary man does not understand; what I mean is, he cannot
identify a particular piece of equipment of the stores that is required. An
ordinary labourer or an ordinary clerk is not competent to look after stores
of that kind.

Q. That would be due to the technical nature of the stores and the
terminology used to describe the stores?

Mr. Cavers: Would it be nearly impossible to get men to sever connections
with their existing relationships at the time?

The WirNEss: Well, under the circumstances as they existed in the army
works services, yes; but I think if career possibilities were opened and salaries
could be increased, the attraction would be there.

By Mr. Mcllraith:

Q. I see. Would you care to elaborate a bit on that method of changing?
I am quite interested in your last answer, if you would just elaborate a bit—
A. I think that takes me right into my recommendations in regard to the
organization. I have given you four alternatives, which are listed on pages 718
and 719 of Hansard. I start off on page 718, on the bottom of that page, with
alternatives, and you will notice the first alternative is an improvement of the
present organization by its enlargement and reorganization and new appomt-
ments, and to set it up differently. In alternative 2 I say:

The second alternative is to create a civilian organization running
parallel to a military organization up through commands to army head-
quarters.

Now, what I had in mind there is just what has been suggested: to establish
a civilian organization parallel to the military with, naturally, military men at
the top or being part of the establishment, and that will be a permanent establish-
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ment. You will then have this condition that if you bring in a man in a civilian
position in the lower ranks he can see ahead of him chances of promotion,
salary increases, and so forth, instead of the present situation where civilians
are brought in on a sort of ad hoc basis just to fill an appointment and there
is no future for them.

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Mcllraith, please let the witness complete his answer
before you start on another question. I want to make sure that he has full
opportunity to complete his answers.

Mr. Jutras: Would the witness speak a little louder, please?
Mr. Stick: We cannot hear the witness at this end of the room.

The WiTnEss: You will see that I have just dealt generally with the
advantages of alternative No. 2 there.

By Mr. Mcllraith:

Q. May I interject. I notice a subheading in your alternative No. 2: the
second subheading stresses that angle of career possibilities.—A. That is what
I was emphasizing before, that if you have career possibilities it seems to me
that it would make it far more attractive to good civilian men, who would come
in when they can see that eventually if they do well and go up through the
ranks they will find themselves on a parallel with the second man under the
Quartermaster General, or someone like that at Ottawa.

Q. Before I pursue the four alternatives more thoroughly, there is just
one other point I want to clarify. Is the location of these camps any detriment in
getting qualified civilian personnel to staff them? Is that a factor at all, or can
that be compensated by pay and other provisions?—A. I did not notice that, but
I can only give my experience in commercial life that in outlying plants, such
as lumber mills, pulp and paper companies and mines, I think generally they
have to offer higher wages to get people to go there, such as married people
with children. It is difficult. :

Q. Now, on the question of the delays you spoke of and the class of per-
sonnel hired through the Civil Service Commission. Do you care to elaborate,
just as to methods of overcoming that delay in the procedures? It is a point
that has concerned me a little in the years, as I think you will appreciate?—A.
The only answer I can think of is “hurry up”.

Q. I admit, Mr. Chairman, being a little more interested in that point than
perhaps some are, but I found it a sort of a problem sometimes over the years.
Now, as to the part of the staff who are not accountants and not storemen, who
‘would be hired through the commission, have you any particular remarks to
make about that civilian staff as, for instance, workmen and labourers,
carpenters and so on, casual workmen?—A. No, I have not much to remark
or add there because—again I am sort of thinking out loud—I feel I was more
concerned with the organization that had to do with administration, accounting,
protection of stores, but not performance. I'did not look into the performance
of the companies whether they did good jobs or not. That was not my purpose.

Q. I take it that the hiring of casual help is not the problem, but it is
rather in the strengthening of the organization. Now, you state in sub-
paragraph (2) of left hand column 1 on page 717, “Delays in obtaining approval
and release of funds”. Would you elaborate on that?—A. There are regulations
that the government has in force and that the department has in force for the
obtaining of permission to go ahead with projects. Now, as compared with a
commercial undertaking, which in a very short time can on their own decision
authorize work going ahead, the capacity of the army works services suffers
because of the time it takes for approval to be given, on projects. They have
to go to army headquarters for approval. I am not saying that it should not,
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-but it does, and others have to go for purchase to other departments, the

purchasing department of the government, and generally these regulations do
cause delays in efficient and rapid performance of particular jobs.

Q. Well, those regulations would be of a nature calculated to protect, to
safeguard the spending of funds? I take it that the sentence there does not
bave reference to removing these regulations, but rather to speeding up the
action to be taken in each case. Is that correctly stated?—A. Wherever possible
I think one should always be looking at the organization to improve things,
and if there are certain features in the procedure of obtaining these permissions
that can be improved on I think it should be done, speeded up.

Q. Speeded up. I take it that it was improvement—speeding up—that
was in your mind as opposed to the removal of the safeguards?—A. Yes. I
was not thinking of removing the safeguards.

Q. Subparagraph (3): “Effect of government restriction in the use of
day-labour and other restrictions in the method of purchasing and letting of
contracts”. Would you care to elaborate on that?—A. That is the same.

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Mecllraith, for the moment, if you have exhausted
that, there are some other members who would liké to ask questions directed
to that chapter. Mr. Thomas. ]

Mr. FurLtoN: We find it rather difficult to hear what is being said at this
end of the room.

By Mr. Thomas:

Q. With regard to the salary question under subheading (1). I wonder if
Mr. Currie could give us, say, a proportionate picture of the salaries for these
storekeepers as compared to casual labourers, such as truck drivers or workers
like that. Do they get a much higher wage rate than the casual labourer?
—A. I would have to look that up.

Q. I just wanted an estimate in figures or in proportion.—A. I have in
my notes here a comparison between storemen and labourers.

Mr. DickeEy; Mr. Chairman, that is a very good point, but perhaps we
could go along while that information is being looked up for Mr. Thomas.

The CHAIRMAN: Is that all for the moment, Mr. Thomas?

Mr. THoMAs: That is all for the moment. 2

By Mr. Dickey:

Q. Mr. Currie, in your report, page 716 of Hansard, second column, dealing
with the handling of expenditures: in the first subheading, with which Mr.
Mellraith dealt quite briefly, you refer to “the requisite maintenance program
—a fixed commitment”. Now, just what significance has the word “fixed”
in that particular connection?—A. The fixed commitment as referred to there
is that you have these buildings across Canada that have to be painted and
repaired every year. That is something you have to look after.

Q. But does that have any reference to the volume of work involved?—
A. It does when you have been putting up new camps and enlarging the way
you have been doing in the army works services following the Korean war
and of course the maintenance problem is bound to be greatly increased.

Q. In other words you are employing what were fixed first commitments
continuing but of varying degrees of volume.—A. That is right. You have
got to do it every year whether you like it or not, but the amounts will vary.

Q. So it is an actual commitment not a fixed commitment.—A. It is not
fixed in dollars.
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Q. Mr. Currie, Mr. Mcllraith’s questions were dealing in some detail
with the wording on page 717 in the first column relating to civilian staff and
military personnel. Now, I think I am correct in saying that you have state-
ments of similar effect to the evidence that you have been giving in answer
to Mr. Mellraith’s questions in about three or four other places in your
report. That is, that you have stressed the difficulties involved in getting
competent or even adequate personnel and then three or four of your recom-
mendations at least are based on that factual situation. Would I be correct in
judging from that that you attach more importance to that aspect of the
matter as far as the cause of the difficulties were concerned than anything
else?’—A. No, I would not necessarily say that. There are many other things
too, but that was not all.

Q. Is there any other aspect of it that is repeated at least four times in
your recommendations?—A. Maybe not.

Q. If remedies for that could be found would that be the principal cure?
—A. If you want a general statement, an overall statement, I would say the
cure is in control through good management and management involves direction,
supervision, and control in other ways.

Q. But doesn’t that all reduce itself to personnel, Mr. Currie?—A. Yes,
if you take everything like that into account, but not just the individual diffi-
culty of getting tradesmen and storemen.

Q. I was not directing my question to individual tradesmen and storemen
but to personnel generally.—A. Well you are asking as to whether—could I
have that question again, I have got away from it?

Q. Mr. Currie, I was just drawing to your attention that you deal with
the general question of personnel and the difficulties of getting proper personnel
in all grades both civilian and military, that is where I began my question. So
far as I can see from careful reading of your report often you deal with that
more than anything else and I take it from your answer just now that pretty
well everything you had in mind seems to depend upon personnel and I drew
from that that you regard that as one of the main causes of the difficulties
and presumably the solving of these personnel difficulties would be one of the
main cures. Is that generally correct?—A. I would ask you to look at page
715. 1 say there: “My investigations of the problems, difficulties and short-
comings of the army works services outlined above suggest that they have
been caused for the most part—but by nb means altogether—by the tremendous
and sudden expansion of its activities brought about by the Korean war and
by the large scale defence program involved in carrying out NATO activities.”

So, there is more than just personnel. The best man in the world could

not have handled, I don’t think, the tremendous job that this army works services
and army had to do.
- Q. I am sorry Mr. Currie, I think I see your difficulties. You are of the
Impression that I am referring to the entire personnel to the people actually
in tl.xe works services. If so that is not what I mean. I meant the problem of
getting personnel. I was not intending to reflect upon the people actually there
b_ut the general problem of staffing the operation of this action and getting the
right people. Have I not made myself clear?—A. It is the absolute solution—
good management.

Q. I am sorry, I can see where we were at cross purposes. With Mr.
McIlraith I was interested not only in reading this particular portion of the
report but also your answers and I was wondering if your suggestion is—if it
would not be fair to say—that certain portions of this operation should be
taken out of the Civil Service Commission, that is the staffing of it. Would
that be your suggestion?—A. I did not think of that. I would like to study
that some more. I did not think of taking it entirely out of the civil service.
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Q. You have laid a great deal of stress upon the delays and difficulties
and that either means that you have got to strengthen the procedure in the
commission, something over which the department has no direct control, or
get authority to get them out from under the commission.—A. I was also
aware of another alternative there. I did have in mind this, that perhaps this
army works services operation should be taken out and put in charge of a
government corporation like some of these others that perform like the Central
Mortgage. If you had that you would get the employment of your personnel
out of the civil service, but I have never had in my mind that the civil service
should be bypassed at all. I think you could perhaps improve the service the
army gets from the civil service.

Q. Did your investigations indicate any ways in which that could be done?
—A. I think the chief thing is in salaries and putting on your establishment
the various slots where you have people employed and paying salaries that
will attract the people you need.

Q. In that connection on page 718 of your report in the first column—
it is one of the portions to which I referred generally a moment ago—you say
changes usually occur on a piece-meal basis and normally involve fruitless
disputes with the Civil Service Commission and establishment committees.
Did your investigations in that department indicate that these fruitless disputes
had gone on?—A. I was told that, yes. Discussing it, that was one of the
reasons given.

Q. You were satisfied?—A. I was satisfied. It was repeated so often I was
satisfied it must be true.

Q. Would that indicate the department had been making pretty rigorous
efforts to get the people they wanted?—A. I suppose it would.

By Mr. Jutras:

Q. We have been discussing so far the application of the system. Pos-
sibly it would be helpful if you gave us your opinion of the system which is
in operation in the army and which, I believe, was brought into being in 1949.
—A. I think the system is a good one. I think if it is properly operated it can
be very effective.

Q. Our problem then in your estimation is one of the implementation of
that system?—A. It is. .

Q. I see on page 718 you gave four alternatives for the implementation of
that system. By the way, are these alternatives by order of preference?
—A. No, I think you will find on page 719 I discuss that in the paragraph on
the left of page 719 at the bottom. “In assigning the possibilities of these
various alternatives, short-term considerations and long-term considerations
play a part. Precedent exists for alternative number 2 in the United Kingdom
and the United States where army works services are largely civilian in struc-
ture. Alternatives 3 and 4 represent radically different structures and their
* introduction at this stage of expansion might create harmful confusion. It
would, therefore, appear advisable to adopt alternative number 1 at the moment
and gradually develop the organization along lines suggested under alternative
number 2.”

Q. Then I suppose there could be also a combination, for instance of 1
and 2. For instance, I am thinking of the memorandum of thé chief auditor
which was made sometime I believe in February, 1952. I take it his recom-
!nendations in the main were more or less your own alternativé one but also
in a way part of alternative 2. For instance, let me illustrate my thought. He,
for instance, pointed out that at that time there were 95 officer positions
vacant and his recommendation was that possibly some of these positions
could be filled by civilians. That is not what you had in mind in alternative 1,
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subsection 6, the freeing of top personnel from detailed administrative duties?
—A. That refers to alternative 1, “freeing top personnel from administrative
duties to enable them to make uninhibited inspections down the line so that
they can initiate remedial action through the machinery created in 4 above”.

Q. I suppose it would be a combination of the two?—A. Getting more staff
to allow them to do that.

Q. Do you mean service staff or both?—A. Yes, it would depend on the
jobs of course. In alternative 1 they have a combination of both.

Q. Have you any idea how many of these 95 positions could be filled by
civilians?

The CHAIRMAN: Speak up for the record.

The WiTNEss: I don’t know.

By Mr. Jutras:

Q. With respect to the establishment of a civilian inspection staff for
internal audit and inspection—how does that fit in with your recommenda-
tions?—A. Well, I have that, the inspection teams. ‘

Q. And that would be where?—A. On page 723, I think it is, at the bottom
of the page on the right: “Administrative Service Teams”; that deals with a
similar organization which would be in addition to the audit teams.

Q. And those administrative service teams could be either civilian or
army? What did you have in mind?—A. It would have to be a combination,
because they have to deal with both the army and civilians, if alternative one
is continued.

Q. It would be a combination of the two?—A. Yes.

Q. Then, in alternative one, number one: “Re-organizing the service at
army headquarters and other levels so that it is more appropriate for its vast
managerial responsibilities”. I take it that in pages 17 to 19, part three, there
is a detail of one? In other words, you recommend the reorganization of the
service. Do I understand that this, as far as army headquarters is concerned,
has pretty well been done at the present time?—A. They were busy at it when
we were there, but that was a little while ago.

Q. In other words?—A. Could I have that reference again, please?

Q. It is pages 719 and 720. At the top of the page, in the left hand corner
of 720, you list the new organization as set up. I ask you if this new organiza-
tion meets your requirements on page 719?—A. I think that should be a
tremendous improvement.

Q. So far as this new organization is concerned, you are satisfied?—A. Yes.

Q. As you say, we go one step further; and with respect to these works
companies, I take it there has also been a new organization in the army?—
A. Yes.

Q. Which pretty well meets your requirements there too, but for one
exception, the estimator?—A. With one exception, that of the estimator.

Q. Would this estimator, in your opinion, be civilian or service personnel?
—A. I do not think it would make a great deal of difference; it could be civilian,
but under the present organization I think it would be better to have it military.

Q. You mean under the new organization?—A. The one they are working
at now.

Q. You think it would be better to have it military?—A. That is right.

Q. I take it that in such a position the qualifications of the man would be
the prime factor. In other words, there would not be much point in having
an estimator for the whole works unless he were really a top man.—A. A
competent man; “top man” is perhaps going too far; but a trained estimator
who knows how to calculate the cost of doing a particular job.
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Q. Possibly we might get a better estimation of the importance of the
man; would you have any idea? Suppose he were a civilian; what would be
the salary bracket which such a position would require, in order to have any
chance of success in getting a man? That would give us a better estimation,
perhaps, than to recite his responsibilities?—A. I would suppose that in a
contracting firm which does, let us say, $15 million worth of work, they would
have an estimator at $5,000 or $6,000, for a man of the calibre that is required
there.

The CHAIRMAN: We pay members of parliament that much. Now, Mr.
Wright.

Mr. WRIGHT: In your opinion, Mr. Currie—

The CHAIRMAN: Just one minute, if you please, Mr. Wright. Gentlemen,
we have a bad habit of giving the witness part of a sentence and then drop-
ping our voices and then asking another question before the witness has been
able to answer the first one. So would you please take your time. Please
make sure that the witness gets the full impact of your question. Now, Mr.
Wright, if you please.

Mr. WricHT: Mr. Currie, in your opinion, would it be possible to obtain
the best man from civilian life, in this works services branch, unless his
duties were clearly defined for him, when he was given any responsibility
in the branch?

The CHAIRMAN: That is what he said.

The WiTnEss: I think I have covered that in my report at page 717 at the
bottom on the right, where I said:

To make an organization effective it is important to develop per-
sonnel.” Plans in this respect normally include:

1. Selection of candidates: for training.

2. Training to meet job requirements.

3. Systematic and gradual development through selected positions
of responsibility.

4. Control over appointments to key positions.

5. Clear-cut assignment of responsibility for carrying out the pro-
gram.

It includes the clear-cut direction of duties which a man would perform.

Q. I take it that the recommendations just read are recommendations
which would apply to the present set-up in the training of army personnel
for positions in the establishment as it is set up at the present time. But
that would not be the case, or these recommendations would not be necessary
if we adopted your alternative No. 2, in setting up an independent works office
where your personnel would be hired directly from civilian life, rather than
trained for the position in the army?—A. They have to get the train-
ing somewhere, of course. In civilian life, you hire a key man. Let us say
he is an estimator; he has a staff of four or five, and these men are
trained on the job. While he may be an engineer, it often turns out that
the men who are on the job and under good supervision and training,
thus become estimators; so it does not need a course of training for them
necessarily. I do not think I have quite answered your question.

Q. No, but part of it. What I am trying to get at is this: It seems to me,
from a reading of the report, that the difficulty in obtaining efficient civilian
personnel appears to be, that when they come into the army works services,
they are then subject to military control in a way which detracts from their
efficiency.—A. I think there is, perhaps, a little more to it than that, in that
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they see no career possibilities. They are in there for a job, be it a clerk or
something like that; but they see no career possibilities, and it is not very
encouraging unless they can see some channel for advancement. They merely
work on the job, and in a military organization, with men who are brought in
like that, they see that their seniors are officers, and that there is no chance of
getting their jobs.

Q. Therefore it would be more difficult to obtain a trained and efficient
civilian personnel under alternative No. 1 than it would be under alternative
No. 2. Is that a correct assumption?—A. I suppose that is right; it must be
true.

Q. I have been very much taken with alternative No. 2, and the reason
for that alternative. In your opinion, could alternative No. 2 be put into
effect within a reasonable period of time?—A. I think so; I think you can;
and in any organization, good management is always improving it; and if good
management sees that alternative No. 2 is better, then it is a matter, without
disrupting the work of the organization, of slipping over and into the other,
step by step. I think that can be done. Surely it can.

The CHAIRMAN: Are there any further questions? Mr. Hunter?

Mr. HunTER: Mr. Chairman, may I ask a few questions? In alternative
No. 2, is that an alternative which would be purely domestic?

The CHAIRMAN: He cannot hear you, Mr. Hunter.

By Mr. Hunter:

Q. I said, in alternative No. 2, is that an alternative which would be purely
domestic, to be used within Canada?—A. Yes.

Q. By training these civilians, would you be placing the organization in a
position that, when you went outside Canada, you would lack trained army
or military personnel to carry on similar jobs?—A. The army works services,
in view of its being a permanent local organization in Canada, there is no
reason why, in alternative No. 2, army personnel would not be attached to
learn and to get experience with the army works services so that they can go
back to their field offices and military organizations with this experience behind
them. No doubt the afmy endeavours to build a structure such as the army

works services, to do their repairs, but that experience need not necessarily be
lost in alternative No. 2.

Q. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN: I have never known the members to be so quiet, and I
have been on committees for a long time.

Mr. McILrarTH: I have some more questions, Mr. Chairman, but I did not
want to take up all the time.

Mr. THOMAS: Mr. Chmrman, I wonder if Mr. Currxe has an answer to my
question?

The CHAIRMAN: Oh, yes, just a minute.

The Wirness: Well, this is from our notes, in investigating this thing, and
in putting down facts to have a look at. Salary scales for a clerk of this grade,
that is a clerk who would be capable of being an engineering clerk accountant,
should range between $1,690 per annum and $2,240; and we feel that you cannot
attract them unless you pay $2,770 up to $3,100.
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By Mr. Thomas:

Q. These last figures are average civilian wages?—A. Yes; we have thought
they might attract that type of clerk. But $1,690 to attract a man to go and
work in a fairly important job seems pretty small.

Q. Do you have the figure at hand for casual labour, for example, at the
same place, that would be the annual wage?—A. Yes; they go by local rates,
but I have not got them. g

Q. They would be considerably more than that, would they not?—A. Yes,
and that is one of the difficulties, the fact that casual labour gets more than the
fellow who has got to use his brains. That is the point.

Q. That is all I wanted to know.

Mr. McILraiTH: You have dealt with increases in pay. Increases in pay
with career possibilities would attract a better type of person, the type of per-
son you feel should be there?

The Wirness: I think that career possibility is a matter of very great
importance.

Mr. BENIDICKSON: Could you say whether, at Camp Petawawa, this estab-
lishment of personnel was getting a fair break in so far as housing is concerned,
for that type of personnel?

The WiTnEss: I did not get to that at all.

By Mr. Herridge:

Q. On page 719 under the paragraph “organization” you say in the case of
the army works services the major obstacles have been poor organization, lack
of control and of sufficient technical personnel. You dealt somewhat with
sufficient technical personnel. Could you give us some idea what you mean by
poor organization and lack of control?—A. I think that poor organization—
that is not a good answer—but it is an answer—the answer is that they had to
change it and they have made substantial changes in the organization because
the organization of the army works services was obsolete and under Army
Headquarters the old organization was cumbersome. As I explained in my
report some were overwhelmed with work and had too much responsibility to
attend to. Does that answer it?

Q. With reference to lack of control?—A. It stems from the same thing.
There is lack of effectively enforcing the control regulations. Now, the army
works services has a book of regulations and they have laid down there very
specifically how everything is done, but that requires policing, I mean policing
in the shape of the control by those in authority, and unless that is done as I
say it is an obstacle to efficient work, unless the control is effectively carried
out and the regulations are obeyed.

Q. The regulations were not obeyed in some cases?—A. No, they were not
obeyed.

By Mr. Dickey:

Q. Mr. Currie, how does that fit in with limiting factors, page 717, saying
that these things were things that hampered the works services, these controls
and checks and balances to protect expenditures. Surely we can't have it
both ways?—A. This is an entirely different matter. This is how the various
people in the organization should do their jobs. I am dealing in limiting factors
as to what prevents the army works services from doing perhaps as expeditious
work as they would perhaps be able to do were these controls not in effect.
But the controls I refer to now are the controls within the army works services.
They have controls with respect to administration, with respect to handling of
stores and accounting.
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Q. Could you give us some example. We are using the same word “control”
in both senses and I am confused. I don’t fully see the distinction.—A. Perhaps
I could give a simple example. Take control of the inventories. It is all very
well to be able to take an inventory and say that inventory is there, what
should be there is the question.

Now, the control to find out what should be there is in your financing and
accounting department which has in some form the records of what was deliv-
ered to your stores, the inventory, and what was issued. Now that control was
lacking.

Q.gI agree, but I certainly took Mr. Wright’s question to be in the field of
personnel and the arrangements for control between the military personnel
and civil personnel and also in command circles and that is where my confusion
arose.—A. I am afraid I am at cross-purposes again. I don’t quite understand
the question.

Q. You lump together organization and control as I understood it?—A. The
organization set-up provides for a control.

Q. Well now as I understand it these controls that you have in mind are in
two different fields. There is the control of expenditures and that sort of thing
and which you say hampers and delays the works services, but you have no
particular objection to them. You think they are perhaps necessary. Is that
correct?—A. Yes, that is correct.

Q. And then there are other controls?—A. I think I can explain them now.
We might call these other controls rules; rules of behaviour and conduct, the
specific jobs various men have to do within the organization, perhaps we might
call them rules rather than control.

Q. I think that will perhaps clear up the difficulty a bit. And would I be
correct in saying then, Mr. Currie, that on page 720 where you deal with works
companies and you generalize on these certain fields of management well recog-
nized in civilian corporations, is that really an expansion of what you mean by
the controls under item 3, page 719; is that the rules under which a works
company command, should work?—A. No, I did not really have that in mind. I
did not tie in the two. The accounting system has certain rules as to how things
are to be done, what records are to be kept, and those rules must be obeyed,
and if any one particular part of it falls down you do not get the results you
expect. These are management principles. For instance that is how a business
should carry on, how the management should carry on in directing the enforce-
ment of these rules. ~ :

Q. These are how the individual should conduct himself?—A. Yes, he must
be perfectly qualified. His key personnel are essential. He must delegate
effectively. It is his method of carrying on personnel conduct and how he is
going to carry on.

Q. The main factor is, once again, personnel, getting the right person in the
right job?—A. It is usually the solution for everything in management. Get
a good manager and your troubles are over. ;

Q. I see you have seven headings under works companies. Would it be fair
to suggest there might be an eighth—honesty?—A. I thought it was implied.

By Mr. Stick:

Q. Mr. Currie, I do not want to dive into the particular recommendations
that you have made but I am concerned with the cost, and I think this morning
you have given us an indication that to get the right men you have to pay them?
—A. Yes.

Q. But in all your recommendations which you have made here in your
report did you estimate what that would cost extra?——A. Oh, no—no, no. But I
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go on the principle, as far as organization is concerned, that a good man with
experience in business, a good man can more than save his extra pay.

Q. I take it from the evidence you have given us that it would cost extra
if you got these right men in the right places and paid them the correct salary;
it would perhaps cost more than at the present time?—A. I do not say that as a
general statement. It would cost more for the key men, there is no doubt about
that. You would have to pay the key men more than now.

Q. You mentioned security there. You did investigate Camp Petawawa
pretty thoroughly I understand?—A. Yes.

Q. What would be the cost if you had the proper security at Camp Peta-
wawa such as the extra guards and extra personnel to guard stores and things
like that? Did you figure out the extra cost if we had the proper security ?—
A. I did not figure it out, but one of the things I noticed in the press was the
large cost of fences. But really there are adjustments which can be made which
can improve things. Just a matter of moving the gate. And then it will not
be necessary for all these civilians to go through the camp.

Q. You would need guards at the gates?—A. There are now.

Q. Did you have any idea what the extra cost would be to give proper
security at Petawawa and other camps?—A. No, I didn’t go into that at all.

By Mr. Dickey: . 5
Q. Would not that be a factor to consider?—A. I don’t believe any com-
mercial undertaking would allow conditions to exist as they are without
guards.

By Mr. Stick:

Q. No matter what it costs?—A. I should not say no matter what it costs,
but reasonable salaries. You will not find a commercial undertaking which
has upwards of three-quarters of a million dollars of inventory not looking
after and protecting it effectively.

Q. Would you say the value of the stores would call for extra security and
that would mean extra cost if you are going to guard them properly, generally
speaking?—A. Except for this. If those guards were properly trained and had
a proper idea of documentation and what to do with vehicles going in and out.
In many cases you do not need extra men at all, you just need supervision.

Q. Then would you say that the guards who were there were sufficient
to carry out the security desired?—A. No, I am not prepared to say that.

Q. Well you say one thing one minute and one thing another.

The CHAIRMAN: No, no. Gentlemen, you asked Mr. Currie the question
and I don’t think it is fair to comment on his evidence. He is giving it to the best
of his ability.

Any more questions, gentlemen?

By Mr. Thomas:

Q. Mr. Currie said the system of accounting that is set up now is very
good. It is a matter of enforcement of that system. Is that correct?—A. The
system of accounting as laid down is a good system. If it is properly applied
it should work.

Q. Where then is the breakdown in the system at the present time? Is it
a breakdown locally or lack of supervision from higher up or is it again a

~breakdown all down the line?—A. I was looking into—as I emphasized in the

beginning—conditions as they existed from time to time and in Camp Petawawa
the system was broken down I would say almost in all phases. You can see by
the results, what happened.
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By Mr. Jutras:

Q. You mean the implementation of the system has b_rokgn down, not the
system itself?—A. The actual making the system work—it did not work.

Q. You just made the statement that one of the—I would not say obvious—
main ways of getting out of the difficulty would be to pay more money for key
men. I can understand the import of that with regard to civilian employees,
but it seems to me that the problem is not that simple with regard to army
personnel. I don’t think it would be a factor there, would it?—A. Well, that
leads me into another line of thought that I have had, that I do not think that
army works services is attractive to military personnel. and I think it shquld
be really worked over into civilian as rapidly as .possible, .anfl you are J}xst
suggesting one of the reasons, that army personnel—and this is from talking
to them—do not appreciate this type of service. These ‘young'o_ﬁi'cers‘ do nqt
appreciate being stuck in an organization that is essentially civilian in their
duties when they want to be soldiers. These boys are asked to superintend
maintenance of buildings and do all sorts of things of that kind. It is true it
is for a short time, but that is one of the drawbacks you have, if you post them
for a short time they are in and gone and the work is not efficiently run. You
have to have someone there all the time.

Q. For instance, would a higher establishment, not necessarily in number
but in grade, help the situation along? I mean such as rating thg establ@shment
one grade higher?—A. You can see in the new establishment it provides for
civilians in some of the key positions, and that is a good thing.

Mr. THOMAS: Is not the trend in the opposite direction, replacing civilian
personnel with army personnel in these posts rather than replacing military
personnel with civilian personnel, that is, up to the present time?

The Wirness: I would not say so in the army works services. I did not
compare them.

By Mr. Jutras: }

Q. Is there a possibility of replacing army personnel by civilians and still
create this incentive of careers for the civilians?—A. T would think they would
have the feeling that it was a permanent civilian job and that there was a
senior job to do in the next higher formation that they might be permitted
to aspire to and you would have something then to encourage them.

Q. Yes, I know it would be desirable from his point of view, but I mean
is it physically possible in the organization, for instance, to make, to create
the atmosphere, the possibility of a career for the civilian? In other words, could
he be made to move up and take the positions that are occupied by army
personnel?—A. I cannot—

By the Chairman:

Q. Just following that, Mr. Currie, you told us that in the United States
and in the United Kingdom they do have parallel civilian organizations.—A. I
understand so. I have read of them.

Q. And do they make provision, as Mr. Jutras suggests, for improved
positions and career positions in the United Kingdom and the United States?
—A. T do not know for a fact because I have not gone into that ‘much detail,
but figures such as these were given to me, that 95 per cent of the personnel in
similar organizations in the United Kingdom are civilians.

By Mr. Cavers:

Q. Colonel Currie, would it be your suggestion that on the civilian side
of the works administration there should be positions on the civilian side
that would correspond to ranks on the military side, and so on, and thus

70273—23%



-é—:x—n_rﬁ

46 SPECIAL COMMITTEE

have a graduated scale of officials on the civilian side as on the military side
so they could move up from the lower ranks?—A. Yes, that was in my mind,
but they would not be ranks, they would be gradings.

Q. Yes, I should distinguish one as a position rather than a rank. Would
you suggest, then, that the pay to be paid to the civilian personnel would be
similar to the pay that is paid to army personnel on the other side?—A. I
would doubt if you would get them for that price.

Q. Just following that up, then do you think there would be certain jealousy
between the people on the civilian side getting a higher salary than the men
on the military side?—A. Well, there might be, but you have it existing today
in the army.

The CHAIRMAN: Just one minute. Let him finish his answer.

The WITNESS: You have it in existence today in the army. You have army
officers at headquarters who really are bossing civilians, engineers and people
like that, who are getting much more in salary than the officers are getting.

By Mr. Cavers:
. dQ. It would be pretty hard to avoid that situation?—A. It would be pretty
ard.

Q. You would run into this situation, too, that you would be creating
jealousies between departments, that people in one civilian department were
receiving higher salaries than those in another department?—A. I do not think
that would follow. A certain position in the Department of Public Works
would be the same and they could be switched. I can visualize the army has
to be elastic up and down. You have an engineer in the army you could
well get rid of and probably Public Works could take him on in the same
grade—interchangeable as it were.

Q. From the standpoint of the pension administration, do you think that
would be feasible?—A. I would think so; I am not familiar with the pension
regulations, but I don’t think it is a difficulty that cannot be overcome.

: Q. When you undertook your investigation, Mr. Currie, there was already
zvxgence that there was something wrong in the department, is that correct?—
. Yes.

Q. Then in your prepared statement that you have made here today, on
page 2 you say: “I ascertained early in my investigation that the Department
of National Defence had already commenced to take active steps to improve
conditions and that the results were becoming evident in varying degrees in
the various commands.” When you commenced your investigation, how did

you find that the Department of National Defence had commenced to improve

the conditions as they had formerly existed?—A. One thing was that they had
organized the taking of inventory in every army works service across Canada.
They had organized inventory teams to take these inventories and they were
busy on them and they were busy straightening out the records.

Q. Were these inventory teams being sent from camp to camp, or from
establishment to establishment?—A. Yes, they were.

The CHAIRMAN: From what, Mr. Currie?

The Witness: They would finish one and go off to another, from camp to
camp or detachment to detachment. That is what you mean, is it not?

By Mr. Cavers:

Q. And how had they gotten along while you were conducting your investi-
gation?—A. They were doing very well, but it is quite a big job.

Q. And how long would you say it would take for the teams to cover the
whole administration of the works department?—A. February of 1953 they
expected to finish. :
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Q. And you said in your report also this morning that results were becom-
ing evident in varying degrees in the various commands. What do you mean
by varying degrees?—A. Well, we will take Petawawa. They were further
ahead in the taking of inventory and straightening out of accounts there. Others
they had not touched yet and they are not finished yet.

Q. And that would be understandable in view of the size 6f the job that
had to be done?—A. Yes; the Western Command had taken early action.

By Mr. Larson:

Q. I haven’t had any army experience in these things, but I did have cer-
tain personnel experience in the air force and there seemed to be a lot of
resentment among operational people coming back and wanting jobs with rank
in a peacetime air force for which they were totally unqualified. Now, would
it not cause a lot of friction if you sent operational people out and allowed
people who were expert in a certain job to retain their jobs with rank? In my
opinion that is a matter of morale. Would you comment on that?—A. It might,
I suppose, just as you say, but I would draw attention to this fact that the work
is so much a civilian operation that perhaps it would not apply to such an
extent in that particular service as it would in the situation you have visualized.

Q. Now, if you do gradually revert to civilians, you have to draw these
personnel through the Civil Service Commission, and in a rapidly mushrooming
situation as we have today can the Civil Service Commission provide this per-
sonnel fast enough and at the proper wage scales existing at the time?—A. I am
afraid I am not in a position to say.

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Larson, before you came in Mr. Currie suggested that
perhaps for this works organization there might be a Crown company similar
to the Central Mortgage and Housing Corporation. They are able to take on
personnel pretty well as they need them. He suggested that.

The WiTNess: Yes.

By Mr. Larson:

Q. Going back to security, is it commercial practice that there is a point
of diminishing returns where costs of providing security are more expensive
than the actual loss of whatever material is likely to be lost?—A. There is also
a diminishing quantity, but when you get down to low inventories it is easier
to lock them up than to provide physical protection for them, or it may be that
the business is not active enough to justify a man on the gate all the time, for
instance, or to provide a man in the warehouse. The material can be locked
up and others perform the duties when necessary. I think the law of diminish-
ing returns can work the other way too, and reduce your cost.

By Mr. Decore:

Q. Going back to the statement you made earlier this morning, where you
stated that you ascertained early in your investigation that the Department
of National Defence had already commenced to take active steps to improve
conditions. Now, in addition to the taking of inventory, were there any other
steps taken by the department to improve conditions? You have already spoken
about taking inventories.—A. Well, the taking of inventories also involved
the straightening out of accounts in regard to the inventory. That was being
done. And the security was vastly improved, too.

Q. Would you elaborate on that, too, how security was vastly improved,
as you put it?—A. Well, according to my investigation at Petawawa there was
not a fence around the compound before the beginning of 1952, and there
were stores lying in the open. It was easy to get stores in and out. They
were not properly controlled at the gates. Almost any little bit of paper
could take you through so that the security was tightened up as it should be.
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There were fences put around the compound, the stores were re-arranged,
they were binned, put in proper bins and sorted out and the cards made for
them the way they are made up on a commercial undertaking.

Q. Any other active steps?—A. Improvements in accounting generally.

Q. And how long did you continue your investigation?—A. About the
beginning of November sometime I ceased being active in the field.

Q. And so these active steps were being taken all through this investiga-
tion by the Department of National Defence?—A. We were running across it
everywhere but in certain cases they had not started until after we went in.

By Mr. Mcllraith:

Q. Just one or two questions. About the steel. I take it from your report
most of these deficiencies and the difficulties were in 1950-51 after the Korean
war, with the sudden expansion, and that is when the thefts occurred and
the irregularities. Now, at that time, you spoke about a fence around an
area at Camp Petawawa. During that whole period of course there was a
steel shortage that was rather bad as far as wire rod was concerned. I take
it you would not have occasion to go into whether or not steel was available
during that period in the phase of the expansion and the sudden demand.—A.
I did not examine that at all.

Q. Reverting to my earlier line of questioning. We were talking about
the administrative system. 1 take it that the system was relatively good.
We had come down to the point of the management or the administration
within the system and then we had gotten off on civilian personnel. I wanted
to follow that line of questioning further on the personnel generally. We were
just about at the end of my questioning when we were dealing with civilian
personnel and the commission was hiring them and I made reference to the
accountants and storekeepers and storemen. You spoke of the delays and
difficulties. I take it that you would not in the course of your work have
occasion to examine the details of the delays within the commission in procur-
ing personnel?—A. No I did not go into that at all.

Q. No, so far as you would be concerned it may well be that the remedy
in procurement of personnel, apart from pay and classification about which
you have spoken, might well lie in some changes and improvements in the
procedures within the commission?—A. It might certainly. I did not go into
it at all.

Q. No, I wanted to tidy up that point. I take it we might leave it that
there were three points about personnel. One was the pay and classification,
these two points, and then the other was the procedures for procuring men
more quickly after it was obvious they were required.

Now, dealing with the military personnel. There is one point bothering
me. I take it in the course of this investigation you would have to work with
the personnel at Camp Petawawa and other army works services units rather
closely and would have the opportunity of observing them and discussing
with them. There is one thing bothering me and that is in this work which
is, as you have said, in Canada at least essentially ecivilian work. It might
come under the command of an army officer. In the promotion of these
officers you would have no way of knowing whether the main considerations
were those of their value as operating officers in the field and their record in
that connection, or whether their administrative ability on this essentially
civilian work was the main criterion.—A. No, what I think I say in my report
is that it should be administrative, that they should have qualifications for
administration if it is going to be successful.

Q. If the administration is going to be successful?—A. Yes.

Q. I take it in your report that you are not assuming to say particular
officers were not properly promoted, but rather you are limiting yourself to
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this civilian work which is civilian in its nature.—A. Yes, I was looking entirely
at the performance of the people with a job that had to be done on the army
works services and the qualifications and requirements of the man to do
that job.

Q. No commands were made having regard to the job that army works
services officers might have to do in wartime in the field of operation.—A. Well
as I said before there are features of the experience of an army officer in the
army works services that would be valuable to him in wartime and his
experience there would certainly not be lost, but in view of the fact that
one of the main facts is that there are changes so often and re-posting and
therefore I think they should be attached for that training and the man in
charge of that training should be a civilian permanently there.

Q. What I am seeking to do—and this point troubles me a good deal, for
I am not certain whether the remedy is to take them for this civilian work out
of army personnel or not, but I have a feeling we might have in that service
splendid officers from the point of view of their ability and training in the
operational theatres of war who just simply should not be in command of
operational administration in peace time in Canada—A. I can subscribe to the
fact that there are splendid officers and very good officers working in the
army works services.

Q. But there are still weaknesses?—A. Yes, there are weaknesses.

Q. I am quite interested in this personnel end of it. Have you any more
comment you would care to add about civilian personnel and the procurement
and management of them once they are procured?—A. I am thinking of the
place in my report where I refer to a personnel manager in a commercial
undertaking where they have a number of civilian employees such as you have
in the army works services. Almost invariably there is a personnel manager
and if he was there I think he could help in advising the civil service of the
type of man that was needed. He is there and he studies the job. I have given
you there the duties of an army personnel manager and I think he could be very
helpful.

Q. I think you will find that on page 717, left hand side?—A. Yes, he is
more familiar. I think he should be more familiar with what is required than
the Civil Service Commission could be.

Q. I just want to pursue that thought. I take it that that might involve
in the civilian side of the Department of National Defence a re-change, a
strengthening of that aspect of their work. You would be familiar with that
sort of thing when you 'were deputy minister I take it?—A. Yes.

Q. Now, have you looked into the classification and assessment and so on
of the personnel officers and related administrative officers in the department
at headquarters?—A. Not since I have been in it.

Q. Would it be fair comment to say that that would be a phase we might
profitably have examined?—A. Exactly, I think that is very much so.

By the Chairman:

Q. Mr. Currie, it just occurs to me that we first got the estimator and
now we are getting down to personnel manager. My knowledge of personnel
managers is slight. They are qualified and capable people. What do you think
would be the salary range for a personnel manager to do this task? What
have you in mind?—A. The army works services is not a big organization. A
large organization employing thousands of men has vice-presidents getting
salaries of $10,000 or so but I would think you would have to line it up with
some civilian job which I think would be $4,000 or $5,000.

Mr. BENIDICKSON: For the employment of how many men?
The CHAIRMAN: He did not say how many men. He fixed a salary range.
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Mr. BENIDICKSON: He said it was not very big.

The CHAIRMAN: No, he said that when they hire thousands usually there
is a salary of $10,000. This would be smaller—$4,000 or $5,000.

Mr. BENIDICKSON: I think we had figures in the House that the present
works services personnel amounts to over 6,000. That is on page 941 of
Hansard.

By Mr. Mcllraith:

Q. I take it then that you would not in the course of this investigation
have occasion to examine just what should be done with that part of the
administration in the national defence headquarters?—A. No, I did not.

Q. Personnel officers or anything?—A. No, I did not go into that part.

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Hunter has the first question.

By Mr. Hunter:

Q. There is a principle I was interested in, in the guaranty of permanency
or promotional opportunity of the civilian personnel in the army works services.
Doesn’t this automatically involve acceptance of a belief in continued high
international tension during the working lifetime of such civilian personnel.
—A. I think it does. I have had that in mind. It looks as though we were in
for a fairly permanent national defence program, and as soon as we catch up
to it and with world conditions the way they are, this country is faced with
a permanent policy of defence which is much bigger than was visualized some
time ago.

Q. That means then that the government must: be firmly convinced that
this is so before they could accept your recommendation on that score. Would
you admit that?—A. You have got at least a couple of years to go yet, and you
should re-organize within that time.

Q. How can you guarantee the permanency of your program to people, if
there is nothing permanent about it?—A. I do not know. Perhaps the Civil
Service could answer it; but surely they can assist us so that they will be graded
and transferable somewhere else, to another department.

The CHAIRMAN: It is at the end of my tongue to ask you if you ever got a
transfer through?

The WiTNEss: Yes, I have.

Mr. McILraiTH: He took them from all the departments, if I remember
correctly.

Mr. DickeY: He was on the taking end, not the giving.

Mr. ApPLEWHAITE: I would like to refer to two sentences, one near the bot-
tom of page 717 under “Need for Re-organization”, paragraph 3:

“3. Re-organizations approved by the Civil Service Commission and
establishment committees have not been realistic and reflect a lack of
understanding of army works services problems.”

Mr. McILrarTH: Where is that?

By Mr. Applewhaite:
Q. It is on page 717 in the lower right hand portion of the page; and again,
near the top of page 718 where I read:
“Changes usually occur on a piece-meal basis and normally involve
fruitless disputes with the Civil Service Commission and establishment
committees.”
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My question is this: Did you find, as a fact in your inquiry, that the position
and powers of the Civil Service, in our over-all set-up, had adversely affected
the efficiency of this particular service?—A. Let us go to the first point to which
you drew attention “. . . not been realistic . . .” Take the case of the army
works services detachment where the Civil Service would not include a store-
man. That is not realistic. There should be a storeman.

Q. And it was the Civil Service Commission which decided there would not
be?—A. The army tried to get these various people in but they could not get .
them. .

Q. On page 718, in alternative No. 1, paragraph 2, I read:

“2, Improving the calibre of civilian personnel (at least in key posi-
tions) by revising salary scales and more efficient selection methods.”

Would that not involve action by, or approval by the Civil Service Com-
mission?—A. I presume so, yes.

Q. I wonder if this is a fair question. You suggested four alternatives.
Would the putting into force of either alternative No. 2 or alternative No. 3
involve a change in the present attitude of the Civil Service Commission?—
A. That is a very difficult question because I do not know what their attitude is.
I know the results, but you may find that the results are caused by not having
proper advocacy of the thing; it might be the fault of the army not putting it
up correctly, in not convincing the Civil Service that it is needed. I do not
know how to answer. )

Q. Would the satisfactory implementation of either alternative No. 2 or
alternative No. 3 require the consent and favourable approval of the Civil
Service Commission?—A. I believe it would, yes.

Q. With regard to the quotation from the middle of page 721 in the second
column:

“The acquisition of suitable personnel has been hampered by slowness
on the part of establishment committees in revising establishments, and
the slowness on the part of the Civil Service Commission in supplying
personnel. Usually this latter delay is aggravated by unrealistic salary
scales.”

Would it be an unfair paraphrasing of that to say that the efficiency of this
service has been hampered by the attitude and the delay of the Civil Service
Commission?—A. And the establishment committees, both. Yes.

Q. Going back now to page 717, near the bottom, you are discussing making
the organization effective; and you say that your plans normally include:

“3. Systematic and gradual development through selected positions of
responsibility.”

That means promotion?—A. That means promotion.

Q. And it means increased responsibility and increased pay?—A. That is
right. .

Q. And would that involve the concurrence of the Civil Service?—A. I
do not think you can move without the Civil Service Commission; but I sup-
pose you should qualify that by saying that for certain key positions, I believe,
the department can hire men and they are not civil servants, and do not
necessarily go through the Civil Service Commission. I know they did it in
wartime anyway, because I was in for a while, but I do not think I was a civil
servant myself.

Mr. DickEY: You are at a pretty high level now, are you not, sir?

Mr. APPLEWHAITE: With respect to these positions to which you have
referred—
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The CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, Mr. Currie is giving us the benefit of his
knowledge. So will you please allow him to finish his answers. He was saying
that during wartime you were able to do it.

The WiTNEss: Yes. I was asking my associates here if they remembered.
Yes. The department has been hiring architects and others on a consulting
basis, and it gets them in, but not under the civil service, I think.

The CHAIRMAN: What you say is quite true; but is it or is it not a back
door method?

Mr. McILRAITH: Just a minute!

Mr. APPLEWHAITE: With respect to Mr. Currie’s answer, do those men to
whom you have just referred qualify for the career permanency and the pos-
sibilities which you have suggested as desirable?

The WiTNESs: No. They do not qualify.

; Mr. DickEY: Is not the question of hiring professional personnel handled
in the same way that the government has to hire lawyers, and that sort of thing?

By Mr. Applewhaite:

Q. Is it a fair statement, Mr. Currie, to say that you came to the conclusion
that too large a proportion of the present personnel of the army works services
is military?—A. No, I would not like to subscribe to that. They have an
organization at the present time under No. 1.

Q. Yes?—A. And that No. 1 calls for military personnel. I did suggest that
perhaps they should change over but not under the present organization. I
think they must have army personnel there.

Q. I wonder if we might now refer to the top of.page 717, and to the second
paragraph. It is not very long and I shall read it:

This situation has a parallel in civilian life in that the most impor-
tant ability of the head of a small business is technical ability. As the
size of the business increases, the importance of managerial ability
increases and that of technical ability declines. In medium-sized busi-
nesses, the two tend to be of equal importance. The most important
quality in the heads of a large organization is managerial ability, and,
the larger the concern, the more important this becomes.

-1 want to ask Mr, Currie if he cares to comment on that with this idea
in mind—and please correct me if I am wrong—that your suggestion was first,
that the positions in the accounting and stores end and so on should be given
to people with knowledge of those businesses, not necessarily either high class
engineers or expert soldiers?—A. I think that is correct; what you are talking
of is not managerial people; I am thinking more of the “bosses”, the head of the
army works services?

Q. Yes?—A. And if you had a civilian head of army works services, I
think it is a large undertaking and I think that his qualifications should be more
managerial than technical.

Q. He would rely for his engineering ability on the engineers of his staff?
—A. Exactly!

Q. In Mr. Currie’s statement this morning, which has been quoted several
times, at the bottom of page 2 he referred to certain things which are being
carried on; and at page 728 of his report, in the first paragraph of part 4 he
said:

The over-all situation is, however, by no means discouraging
because of the fact that the cure for what has gone wrong in the past
can be and, in fact, is being applied.
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I now ask Mr. Currie if he has had any contact with the department as an
auditor or an advisor since the date of his report?>—A. No!

Q. Perhaps you cannot answer this question, but I think it is a fair ques-
tion and an important one. Are there any of your major recommendations
which you know of, which are not being implemented by the department and
which in your opinion should be, immediately?—A. I do not see how I can
answer that question; I have not gone through them, and I cannot say.

Mr. FLEMING: Mr. Chairman, we cannot hear over here!

Mr. APPLEWHAITE: Mr. Chairman, I wanted to ask two questions with
reference to the handling of the report as a whole. They do not deal with
parts 2, 3 or 4 specifically, so would I be in order in asking them, Mr.
Chairman?

The CHAIRMAN: It is pretty difficult for me to say, without knowing the
questions. As for the last question, we will, at a later time have the deputy
minister on the stand, and he will be able to answer that question which you
have asked of Mr. Currie.

Mr. APPLEWHAITE: No, you will not, Mr. Chairman, because it is the
importance in Mr. Currie’s mind that I was getting at.

The CHAIRMAN: Perhaps we will leave it to the importance in the minds
of the committee then. Mr. Currie will be with us and have an opportunity to
comment on it. I do not like to rule on a question when I do not know any-
thing about it; but I have more members who want to follow that line of
questioning. Do you mind?

Mr. APPLEWHAITE: No, go right ahead.

Mr. BoisverT: Mr. Chairman, I have a few questions to ask, but since it
is one o’clock I am willing to postpone them.

The CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, it is now one o’clock; the meeting is now
adjourned until next Fhursday.

The meeting adjourned.
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS ‘
THURSDAY, February 5, 1953.

(4)

The Special Committee on Defence Expenditure met this day at 11.00
o’clock a.m. Mr. David A. Croll, Chairman, presided.

Members present: Messrs. Adamson, Applewhaite, Benidickson, Blanchette,
Boisvert, Cavers, Croll, Decore, Dickey, Fleming, Fulton, George, Harkness,
Henderson, Herridge, Hunter, James, Jutras, Larson, Macdonnell (Greenwood)
MeclIlraith, Pearkes, Power, Stick, Thomas, Wright. (26)

In attendance: Mr. George S. Currie, Chartered Accountant, Montreal,

Quebec, Messrs. C. M. Drury, E. B. Armstrong and W. R. Wright and Brigadier
W. J. Lawson, Department of National Defence.

The Chairman tabled answers to question put by Messrs. George, Jutras,
Pearkes, Adamson, Fulton and Fleming on Thursday, January 29th.

Ordered,—That the above answers be printed as appendices (see Appendices
1 to 10 inclusive to to-day’s minutes of proceedings and evidence.)

Mr. George S. Currie was recalled, further examined and retired.

The Committee suspended its proceedings for a brief period.

The Chairman expressed the Committee’s appreciation to the witness.

At 12.35 o’clock, the Committee adjourned until Tuesday, February 10, at
11.00 o’clock a.m.

ANTONIO PLOUFFE,
Clerk of the Committee.

Note: Page references to Currie Report are those of House of Commons
Hansard of December 15, 1952.
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EVIDENCE

FEBRUARY 5, 1953.
11.00 a.m.

The CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, I see a quorum. We will follow the usual
practice with respect to answers to questions. (For answers tabled this day see
Appendices 1 to 10)

Gentlemen, we have Mr. Currie to continue with his evidence. As I recall
it Mr. Boisvert is first on the list.

Mr. George S. Currie, chartered accountant of Montreal, recalled:

By Mr. Boisvert:

Q. With respect to cost accounting you said in your report at page 725 of
Hansard at the bottom of the left side of the page that the system is sound and I
would ask you one question and I would like to quote what you say:

We are informed that cost reports are now being received from all
works companies and detachments. Needless to say, this is an initial
step but until the quality of cost reports is improved results are of
restricted value.

The cost accounting system is sound and workable and will 1f prop-
erly used assist in increasing the pressure for efficiency such as is norm-
ally experienced in civilian establishments by financial factors.

The question I would like to ask you is: what is the meaning of the words
“the quality of cost reports”?—A. The cost reports are only useful and reliable
if they are based upon correct fundamental or basic information. Now, until
there is correct accounting at the very start in your books, until the accounting
is correct, the assembly of the figures is not correct and therefore the cost
accounts that you get passed up to you are not correct and you cannot place
reliance on them. You must get the fundamental information correct.

Q. Would it be correct to assume from your recommendations that you
drew them by comparing the army works services with a civilian establish-
ment?—A. Yes, because the system is the same. The principles are the same,
it is pure accounting. There is no difference really between accounting in this
type of work and. accounting in a civilian establishment.

Q. Is it not right to say that efficiency in a civilian establishment is the
responsibility of the management, but in public works the efficiency should
result from regulations adopted to substantiate an act of parliament?—A. The
first part of the question is efficiency depends upon management?

Q. Yes?—A. I would subscribe to that, yes. What is the second question?

Q. Is it not true that in a civilian establishment it is the responsibility of
the management to substantiate an act of parliament? —A. I do not see it.

The CHAIRMAN: Can I help? Mr. Boisvert are you suggesting regulations
that emanate from an act of parliament?

Mr. BoisverT: Yes.
The WiTNESS: I cannot conceive of an act of parliament including all the
details that would be required to describe how a system of accounting should

be run. We have the books here of the regulations that are drawn up I suppose
as a result of an act of parliament which says you must—
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By Mr. Boisvert:

Q. Do that and do this... —A. Yes, but when you come to do it it requires
a vast amount of planning and organization and setting up of the system. For
instance, here is a book of regulations. You cannot conceive of that being put
in an act of parliament.

Q. Deriving from an act of Parliament?—A. Yes, I would think so.

Q. Assuming now that the Department of National Defence enforces your
recommendations, would it not be possible that a handful of crooks could find
a way to create a loose situation and take advantage of it?—A. That is a
long one.

The CHAIRMAN: Take that question again?

By Mr. Boisvert:

Q. Suppose the Department of National Defence enforces your recom-
mendations would it not be possible that the handful of crooks could just the
same find a way to create a loose situation and take advantage of it?—A. I can-
not subscribe to that entirely. Because, the situation as it existed at Camp
Petawawa was a local situation and the regulations which would have disclosed
that situation to their superiors were not being followed so that you would
have to have a very large coordination of a large number of péople to have
that situation spread throughout the whole organization. On the other hand
I would say this, from experience in civilian works, that if you get collaboration
between two or three thieves in handling a cash book and cash in a company,
it is awfully difficult to detect it. Do I answer the question? :

Q. That is right. And did you try to figure what the full implementation
of your recommendation would cost to the taxpayers of Canada?—A. No, I did
not.

By Mr. Larson:

Q. In other words no matter what the situation, a conspiracy would be
quite impossible to detect for some time?—A. No, I would not like to subscribe
fully to that. The looser the system the easier it is for conspirators, but the
situation will be discovered sooner through the operation of controls, checks and
balances. It is almost impossible to have it last any time.

Q. A tight system like that would not be so bogged down with reports
that people were spending all their time making reports rather than doing their
work?—A. No, that can never be tolerated. You can get overloaded with paper
work which boggs everything down.

Q. The cross-checking that would bring about would require an overload
of paper work, would it not?—A. Not an overload of paper work. There is a
certain balance that you have got to have. You must not include it by not
having enough and you must not overdo it by having it overloaded. That is
where management comes in, to be sure it is efficiently organized, and that you
are not asking too much work to be done but that you are getting enough.

By Mr. James:

Q. Just following that same question. Brigadier Lawson suggested a con-
spiracy such as existed between several parties at Camp Petawawa is much more
difficult to detect than that of an individual theft—something like that. Do you
subscribe to that?—A. If you mean collaboration between two or three men
in a responsible position, like a cashier and ledgerkeeper and the bookkeeper,
it is very difficult,

Q. And that would apply no matter what system was in effect?—A. There
are certain systems that would catch it. .

Q. But afterwards, not before?—A. There is the danger.
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By Mr. Dickey: '

Q. I want to follow up a line of thought that appeared to me to be in
Mr. Boisvert’s questions. As I understand it, Mr. Currie, you regard efficiency
as a responsibility of management?—A. Yes. s,

Q. And you have in a sort of a general way compared these respo.ns1b1l1t1es
as respecting the army works services with the same responsibilities in a com-
parable civilian sphere. Is that generally correct?—A. I have certainly kept
that in mind in looking at it. >

Q. Now, management in a civilian sphere when faced with the requit_'ement
of getting efficiency as I understand it can plan their system and on their own
responsibility staff that system and set the salary scales for the people they
want and all that sort of thing and thereby achieve that efficiency. Is that
correct?>—A. Within the normal limitations. For instance, the management
often by rules of the board of directors cannot hire a new sales manager wit}'lov:xt
referring to the board of directors but can hire a salesman. That is, within
certain limits the manager has a free rein and is responsible for the efficiency
of the company. '
aAi

Q. And taking the organization as a whole there exists within the organiz-
ation that has the direct responsibility for efficiency the means of getting these
things done as they may determine best in business practice?—A. That is
correct.

Q. Well now, is it not true that in dealing with a branch of the service,
taking as an example the army works services, that the people who have
direct responsibility for efficiency are not by any means in the same position
as people responsible for efficiency in a civilian organization?—A. I would not
think so.

Q. They are not?—A. I would say they are. What would be the difference?

Q. The difference that there seems to me to be, Mr. Currie, is that the
people directly responsible for efficiency in the army works services, as appears
I think from your report and the evidence, made certain decisions as to what
should be done to achieve efficiency but they have not been able to bring this
efficiency into effect because they have not control over the other aspects, that
is the aspects of getting the people they require and setting the salary scales
that they need to get those people. Is not that a difference, an important
difference?—A. To this extent, that the army works services is more similar to
what you might call a department of a very large company—take the C.P.R.
Let us take a minor part of their work, checking department from the stations
—I imagine that is a department. The chain of responsibility then is naturally
higher and the men that are in charge of it are reporting to another person
who is higher up. Or perhaps we might take another situation where you
have branch plants throughout the country. In the branch plants there is a
control from the head office and they cannot do everything. The army works
services is something like a branch plant or subsidiary company that is under
control of a major organization, it is only one part of a whole, and they have
not got an absolutely free hand in that branch plant; there are controls kept
on them.

Q. Surely, Mr. Currie, I had not suggested that, but what I am suggesting
is that the simple comparison of ‘the army works services and a similar
organization in civilian life is not exactly correct and there are these other
factors which definitely put it in a different category?—A. I would say they
are handicapped due to the circumstances which I described in connection with
getting people. They are handicapped more than civilian organizations would
be by difficulty through getting men through the civil service, and so on, which
is undoubtedly a handicap to the efficient operation of the army works services.
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Q. And also I think it is plain from your report that it has been a handi-
cap to management—shall we say—in bringing into effect certain means of
efficiency which they had planned on but which they could not get into
effect?—A. Certainly to the extent they could not get the help, they could
not get the men, it is a handicap, yes.

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Jutras?

By Mr. Jutras:

Q. Colonel Currie, what do you consider is “normal efficiency”? You
referred to the term “normal efficiency”. You have had a lot of experience with
various private firms. At what stage in your analysis of a situation do you
get alarmed? At what percentage of loss or waste would you consider that
you get below normal efficiency? Can you give us an idea of that, on a percent-
age basis, possibly?—A. I could not possibly do that on any definite scale.
But from my experience as an auditor, going around to various companies,
I can tell, after I have been in a company a few days, whether it is being
normally managed, and I can tell whether it is being very efficiently managed,
in so far as that part of the company I am examining is concerned. On the
other hand, if I see that their files are carelessly arranged, and I cannot get
material, and if the books are not balanced, I can see that it is not being well
run. It is hard to say what is normal. Normal in an ordinary company is
where there are but few mistakes. You can expect mistakes, but few of them.

Q. I am trying to get a picture in my mind. I know that in most com-
panies a human element enters into the picture; there is bound to be the odd
disappearance. But if you look at the balance sheets, could you not establish
a percentage, let us say, 10 per cent or something like that?—A. I could not
possibly do that. It is a matter of opinion, too.

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Mcllraith?

By Mr. Mcllraith:

Q. Colonel Currie, on Tuesday I questioned you at some length about
personnel, and in particular about civilian personnel and the difficulty of
getting them and so on. We were discussing that subject particularly in
relationship to alternative No. 1 and alternative No. 2 of the proposed
re-organization as indicated in the right hand column on page 718.

Perhaps I might preface my question by saying that alternative No. 1 and
alternative No. 2 appear to me as the better of the four alternatives. But
what is bothering me is this alternative No. 2, in that it suggests a civilian
organization running parallel to a military organization up to commands
through army headquarters. Alternative No. 1 is, of course, improving on
further development of the existing organization. Would it be possible to
develop something between alternative No. 1 and alternative No. 2, but not
quite going the whole way in alternative No. 2?—A. Yes. I think I rather
conceived that they would work gradually from alternative No. 1 to alternative
No. 2 but might not want to go the whole way. You might come upon
circumstances that were very satisfactory and not want to go the whole way.
It is a matter of trial and error; and whenever you get a plan for re-organiza-
tion, it is more or less a matter of balancing and trying to put it into effect;
and it is only by actual experiment that you ascertain whether it is working
in all its phases.

Q. It seemed to me in reference to your method, for instance, in alternative
No. 2, if you had taken away from military personnel the ordinary maintenance
work and relieved the military personnel from responsibility concerning that,
that would leave them with the engineering on new projects, you would not
have gone as far as you would in alternative No. 2, but it might be a workable
solution. Is that a fair deduction?—A. That is correct.
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Q. And there might be other elaborations of that, to a point somewhere
between alternative No. 1 and alternative No. 2, That is all. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Dickey?

By Mr. Dickey:

Q. Colonel Currie, in the same section you referred to the valuable training
element for the Royal Canadian Engineers personnel; that is definitely a factor
of importance.—A. I understand so and I believe so, too.

Q. On page 716 of the Hansard copy of your report at the bottom of the
right hand column, you deal with the policy of procurement, and you refer
to the excellent relations established with the Department of Defence
Production, and suggest that agency as the normal purchasing channel. I
presume that your studies indicated that that system was working pretty well.
—A. Yes.

Q. And that it is a reasonably satisfactory system, from most points of
view?—A. That is right, yes.

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Applewhaite?

Mr. APPLEWHAITE: In answer to Mr. Dickey, with reference to the last
paragraph in alternative No. 2, reference was made to the valuable training
element for Royal Canadian Engineers personnel. Would you please make it
clear whether that refers to training in engineering or to training in managerial
functions?

The WrTNEss: I personally had in mind training in engineering; but I feel
that the army itself is better qualified to say what type of training would be
beneficial. I have understood always that the training that would be valuable
—that they would like to have there—is in the engineering end of it.

Mr. APPLEWHAITE: Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Dickey.

By Mr. Dickey:
Q. And further, Colonel Currie, with respect to that same paragraph which
I have already indicated, on page 716, you go on to say:
It is a further policy to use the contract method for construction

and maintenance wherever possible and consistent with true economy
and efficiency.

Did your studies indicate that we were going to proper lengths in insisting
on contracts being called for that kind of work, and doing it through normal
channels?—A. I feel that personally. I agree with that.

Q. You agree with that policy, and you have found it to be working
satisfactorily?—A. Yes, I have.

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Hunter.

By Mr. Hunter:

Q. I am interested in army accounting. In civilian business, an accounting
system is integral, necessary, and a vital part of the business. Now, with that
part of the armed forces which is designed for fighting, you would have to
superimpose your method upon that fighting organization, superimpose an
accounting system which could possibly defeat or retard, or conflict with the
fighting efficiency of the organization. Therefore I would be interested to hear
your views as to the difficulty of putting in an accounting system in such a
case as compared to a civilian business, where it obviously is an integral part
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of the business?—A. I was dealing solely with the Army Works Services, first
of all, which I conceive as a permanent organization in Canada, and as doing
largely civilian work. Therefore civilian accounting and methods perhaps can
very easily and readily be applied. As far as-accounting in the other, the
fighting branches of the services, is concerned, I did not study that question
recently. But I appreciate the difficulties, having been in the army myself.

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Cavers?

Q. Colonel Currie, on page 723 of your report, at the bottom of the right
hand column, you refer to the establishment of service teams. I was wondering,
after reading the report, in what form or what character those teams would
be? Did you indicate that they should be teams that would examine into
administrative services of army works services, or teams which would do
administrative service and works services, or both?—A. Really both. The
conception here is—as well as in the department too, as I understand it from
discussions with them—that the team would probably consist of five., There
would be somebody in charge, and you would have two who were testing
administrative performance and financial accounting, and accounting, and that
sort of thing, and seeing to it that everything was working correctly; and you
would have two engineer types who would be mechanical people, watching
how the stores were kept, and the performance of the actual service that the
company was doing. There would be about five people on the team, depending
on what you are testing.

Q. Would those teams be sort of flying squads which would move from
camp to camp, or from establishment to establishment?—A. Yes. I do not
know whether it is still acceptable or not, but the idea, when we were dis-
cussing it, was that there might be two teams, one to start at one end of the
country and the other to start at the other end of the country and gradually
come together and pass each other at the center, and that they would perhaps
make two inspections in the year. They would also be available at any time
when there was difficulty, where things were going wrong, or where something
was wrong with the personnel, just as you might find it in civilian business,
and they could be sent around on special jobs; but their regular duties would
be going back and forth.

Q. You feel that two teams would be sufficient to do the work?—A. Again
that is a matter of trial and error. I think it would be sufficient to start with
anyway.

Q. I take it you had in mind something similar to what the Department of
National Revenue has in its Income Tax Department?—A. I am not competent
to say. 2

Q. Do you think that these teams would correct any errors which might
arise in the department?—A. They would help enormously to do so, and they
would have the good quality of prevention and development and of “getting
quickly into any mess”, so to speak. I appreciate that is not expressing it very
well. But if they went into an organization and found that things were not
going quite well, they would stop it before it got bad, and perhaps required
more drastic action.

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Benidickson?

By Mr. Benidickson:

Q. On Tuesday, Colonel Currie, in connection with the discussion of your
recommendations, we devoted a considerable amount of attention to the type
and quality of the personnel that appeared to be needed, but I do not think we
probably spent the same amount of attention on the quantity that might be
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required. In looking at your report, I noticed in several places that you did
indicate that the actual number of people required was important; and at page
717, in the right hand column of your report, you say:
(2) Organization changes which have been made are a result of
some segment being overwhelmed.
And further down, at the bottom of that page, you say:
Key positions have not been adequately filled,—
And on page 728 you say:
The new organization set up for the service at army headquarters
should be filled as quickly as possible—
and so on.

So there is emphasis on quantity, and I think we could scarcely get a better
witness than yourself to give us some recommendations as to what might be
over-all efficiency in the quantity of men for the works services. You, of
course, were deputy minister of defence, and you, of course, in your business
career have operated a number of very large businesses and you, I am sure,
have the regular concern that all taxpayers have of not having in government
employ a quantity larger than is required.

In this connection you probably recall that the minister reported to the
House on page 941 of Hansard that the quantity of personnel had actually in-
creased in the army works services alone from some 4,524 people,—and the
ratio I think then was one out of four military—to 6,232 people at the present
time, and that ratio was about one military out of six employed. But the
startling thing is also set out in that same speech, page 941 is that while there
has been an increase over recent times of some 1,700 personnel, he says that
the present totals are still 1,700 less than the approved establishment. And then
of course there was a certain increase as to the set-up in the volume of business
—the volume of responsibility—that had taken place in the army works services
over a period of a very few years. I think it went up from an average of
$20 million in the years 1946 to 1949 to the responsibility for the expenditure of
$250 million at the present time. Would you think that the approval on these
establishments of providing for even an additional 1,700 employees is prob-
ably warranted.—A. I would say this—it is hard to follow all the points you
have raised—but I would say this that the establishment as proposed for in-
stance at the national defence headquarters has been well thought out and it
seems that as planned and perhaps now enforced—I do not know whether it is
or not—-but it is very well thought out and planned.

Q. I think you say that in your report.—A. And then it is a matter of get-
ting these positions filled with key men and letting them do their organization;
but there is a general principle—how do you say it—bigness is not necessarily
better. The solution does not necessarily mean a great many more men. It is
more efficient men in the right spot and I think a great deal can be done by
getting good key men and letting them train their staff the way they do in
civilian works. That is particularly in the army works services where the
staff can be civilian and you can teach a man to be a storeman if you have a
good head storeman above him.

Q. You referred to the fact that at the time of the difficulties when you
were examining establishments they were not realistic, and then we have
evidence that certain new establishments had been created and that indicated
to you—the information—that these new establishments have still not been
filled to the extent of some 1,700 people, and I was just wondering if you got
the impression that the deficiency in personnel was as startling as these figures
woud indicate?—A. I do not have the figures. I would like to look into that
further, but I might say that the establishment of, say, in the army works

services has been well thought out. If filled and you get the men it will do
the work.



]

64 SPECIAL COMMITTEE

By Mr. Dickey:

Q. On this question of new esetablishments you refer on page 719 in the
right-hand column to the new organization of a deputy quartermaster general
(works) et cetera. Would it be fair to say that this new organization that has
been developed provides a pretty good basis for the fitting in of a good many
of your recommendations or specific recommendations?—A. Yes.

Q. And things like audit groups and that sort of thing that you referred
to are really provided for, or the machinery to control them is provided for
in that organization?—A. Yes, the skeleton organization is well thought out,
I think.

Q. And specifically I was interested in recommendation 2 which appears
on page 729 of Hansard, that the creation of a staff agency is needed at army
headquarters to supervise and enforce the enforcement of established policy,
control organization, costs. The emphasis is on man power and staff performance.
Just what control had you envisaged that that sort of group could have over
man power, Mr. Currie?—A. That paragraph does need discussion and working
out and I am quite keen about it. I would conceive that a personnel manager
would be in that group and I would conceive that the service teams would be
in that group and of course under that group. Mind you, it is staff agency, not
in the line of command, it does not give orders to anybody. It would have to be
a continuing review organization, receiving suggestions and seeing where
suggestions could be implemented by a change in the organization: the keeping
of manuals up to date, seeing if they are up to date; receiving and examining
cost reports, reviewing this work and making reports to the quartermaster
general to suggest what he should do—briefing him—and the value will lie
in getting comparative figures. They will have comparison with the various
commands, the various companies, and they wil be able to check the per-
formance and they may be of value in preparing the estimates.

I might illustrate it this way: that perhaps they might be like an internal
audit department, like an internal management consulting organization, these
management consulting firms that we have around the country. -

Q. But specifically what would they be able to do about—the phrase you
use—man-power?—A. Well the personnel manager would perform the duties
I suggest here of studying the type of man that they want and they could pass
this recommendation on and see if they can’t get the civil service to cooperate.

Q. With further reference to your recommendation on page 729, Mr.
Currie, recommendation 15—the circumstances under which military personnel
might accept outside temporary employment requires precise definition. Do I
take from that that you are not satisfied that these matters are adequately
dealt with in Queen’s Regulations I think 1939, 1942 and 1943?—A. We found
out that it would appear that the department, I might say, condoned in the
main other ranks working in their holidays or on other occasions when it
seems to me it should be clearly stated whether they may or may not.

The CHAIRMAN: On holidays?

The WiTNESS: Yes, on holidays.

By Mr. Dickey:

Q. Isn’t it pretty clearly set out in Queen’s Regulations?—A. I cannot
point to it. I just noted it was happening.

Q. Perhaps that is a matter to check.?—A. Of course you have the case of
Major Pumple.

Q. I was worrying about whether or not the regulations as written down—
I take it from “precise definition” that we should infer, that the regulations
were not specific as opposed to the application and implementation of these

i
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regulations.—A. Our feeling was that the regulations were not too precise gnd
required clarification. I think they should say—I cannot quote—l?ut I .thmk
they should say a man may or may not take outside work during his holidays.

Q. I agree with you there but my understanding was it was pretty correctly
set out and perhaps it has not been in individual cases and they have been able
to get away not following the regulations.

The CHAIRMAN: You are both talking about regulations which neither one
of you has at his fingertips, I don’t blame you, but let us have something more
precise. Mr. Decore wishes to ask a question.

By Mr. Decore:

Q. On page 717 of your report you point to the need for re-organization
and you mention that in view of the present size of the works services emphasis
should be shifted to managerial and administrative ability in key posts. And
then, in subsection 3 under that heading you make this statement: “Reorganiza-
tions approved by the Civil Service Commission and establishment committees
have not been realistic and reflect a lack of understanding of army works
services problems.” 1 was wondering if you could point out just what re-
organization methods were being approved by the Civil Service Commission
and to what extent they have not proved to be realistic?—A. One very obvious
case is that they did not allow a storeman in the works organization—an
organization that is looking after half a million dollar worth of stores—and also
there was no estimator provided and the army works services organization
lacked some other appointments-—accountants, not enough accountants.

Q. And you attribute that to the Civil Service Commission?—A. Yes,
between the army and the Civil Service Commission. They had to argue it
out, and as I said Tuesday it may be the army did not advocate it strongly
enough but nevertheless between the two of them—between the army and the
civil service—they could not get the men. The civil service turned it down.

By Mr. Jutras:

Q. I would like to turn to the last part of the report for a minute. Page
727, that has to do with security. I see that there was a new establishment
proposed in January, 1951, and there was a change in the establishment in May,
1951, and then, I believe, you made another suggestion after that, as outlined
in Appendix C. Is that your suggestion after those two establishments were
operating?—A. That was worked out and we helped in that; we were in con-
sultation with those who were drawing it up in the army, and that is a proposed
establishment that we think is a pretty good one.

Q. This is the one that would mean an added 96 men in the corps, I take it,
as outlined in Appendix C, page 735 of Hansard.—A. Yes, it does mean an
increase from 83 to 179.

Q. And it is your opinion that this increase is required to get an efficient
organization in the corps?—A. I feel so.

Q. Now, as to the physical aspect of this problem, you point out quite
properly that the bigger the area of the camp naturally the bigger the problem.
You are satisfied that it is not economically sound or feasible, for instance, to
fence the entire camp at Petawawa or Camp Borden?—A. Yes.

Q. pr, you suggest putting up gates and fences on back roads. Have
you considered, I mean roughly, the cost of this recommendation?—A. No, 1
ghd not figure out the cost, no; but the cost should not be very much. I have
in mind the erection of a gate or a barrier of some sort across the roads and
dxtcl'les, .and so forth, which should certainly prevent the casual person from
coming in. I admit it won’t prevent the man who has deliberately made up
!ns mind to get in and to break down that fence, but it will keep the man who
is out for a drive from getting into the camp areas.
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Q. Yes, but I was a bit concerned about the language of the recommenda-
tion. The way I read recommendation 37 it seems to me quite categorical that
barriers and gates should be erected on back roads in camps, that they are
needed. I do not want to reflect in any way, shape or form on the army, but
I think that from the taxpayer’s point of view it is not unreasonable to visualize
that if we give the impression or give the orders to the army that they must
have a gate or guards on roads leading into the camp with, as you suggest,
a bit of fence on both sides, then quite likely there will be new trails made
which will mean new gates to be put up, new bits of fencing to be put up,
and I think possibly we will probably end up by having the camp fenced all
around in a not too long period of time. I recognize the merit possibly in some
places, but as I say I wonder if it is wise.

The CHAIRMAN: What is the question, Mr. Jutras?

By Mr. Jutras:

Q. The question is this. According to recommendation 37, my impression
from reading it was that there should be barriers on all roads leading into the
camp. Now, I am wondering if it is wise to make it as categorical as that for
the security that you will get from it, and even then you will not have complete
security because there will still be openings around the camp.—A. Would that
not depend on management and on the situation as it is found in the area, with
some sort of flexibility?

Q. That is what I mean—it would have’'to be left to the discretion of the
army, I would take it, and, as I say, I was a bit concerned about the language
in your recommendation.—A. Of course I have not said there ‘on all back roads
or all places’, but there are spots, I think, where they are needed. It is not
necessarily all inclusive. You do not need to put it on a lane. It is within reason.

Q. Yes, but as I say there may be points where it should not be done and
I would not want to see that taken too literally by the army and find that we
eventually end up by fencing the whole camp. You referred to the problem,
and I realize it is quite a problem from the security point of view, particularly
at Camp Petawawa. I have been there a few times, although I am not very
familiar with the lay-out; I have been through it several times. Is your sug-
gestion that we fence the campsite in order to segregate it from the townsite?—
A. The townsite from the camp. And I also suggested that an easy and cheap
solution that they might try was to move the gate or move the fence. It does
not necessarily mean a new fence or a new gate. You have to go through the
gate to get into the townsite. Well, if you moved the gate forward you would
be able to get into the townsite but not get into the camp.

Q. Is there a fence at the present time between the townsite and the
camp?—A. There is a fence there, but I am just wondering whether it is exactly
between. The fence is close enough to make an actual division between the
townsite and the camp that it can be useful for that purpose.

Q. And where does that fence run, does it not run between the two, and
where does it stop? Does it go around the compound and the camp?—A. No, it
leads off towards the river on your right as you go in to the camp. The gate
is there and there is a fence there that leads off to the right.

Q. Have you envisaged any other possibility apart from fencing the camp,
fencing the town, putting up new fences?

Mr. HUNTER: What about bloodhounds?

The CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, gentlemen, order, please.

o
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By Mr. Jutras:

Q. I do not know, but could there be any possibility of fencing certain
buildings to segregate the two readily?—A. I have not made a study of that.

Q. You have not made a study of that point?—A. No.

Q. It appeared to me that possibly you could take a lesson from our
international boundary. There are no fences and there are no gates.

Mr. Cavers: Do you suggest we should have one?

The CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, please. Mr. Jutras.

By Mr. Jutras:

Q. My point is that possibly with a system that has been employed in
many other areas and in many other cases, if everybody was required to have
a documentation of some kind of report before going in, and then if we had,
as you suggest, later on, a fence and make sure there are no unauthorized
people in the vicinity of the camp, possibly this would solve our trouble.

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Jutras, have they not tried your present system and
Mr. Currie now tells us that it does not work? There is a recommendation.
It may not be acceptable or even practicable, but he suggests they give it con-
sideration at least. On page 727 of Hansard he has a paragraph on it, and then
on page 737 he more or less points to it.

Mr. JuTrAas: And on page 727, at the bottom of the page, he said fences
should be constructed segregating the townsite from the camp. It is not easy
at Camp Petawawa, and we have had figures on that which show it is a costly
proposition, and then there is the upkeep of it with guards and so on. It is a
very expensive proposition. My suggestion was that possibly we could do
that more economically.

The WiTNEsSS: Of course I think you noted there that I have recommended
camp patrols. In all, it is quite a municipality, 3,000 to 5,000 men, and in towns
of that size we have policemen patrolling. That would help.

The CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, we will have a break here for a few minutes.
Upon resumption:

The CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, you all remember, I am sure, that after a
break in the army we used to come back with new vigor. Are there any other
questions? Are there any questions?

By Mr. Thomas:

Q. At our last meeting Mr. Currie indicated that—talking about fencing—
his suggestion at that time was that the fences should be built around just that
part of the camp where the stores are kept rather than around the entire camp.
Is that right?—A. Well, in addition, too, I think there is a need, when you
have townsites built beside military camps, to have them separate.

Q. Just a short fence across?—A. Yes, to keep the townsite separate, so
as not to have all the traffic going freely between the townsite and the camp.

By Mr. Dickey:
Q. Mr. Currie, is that not pretty generally the case now? It is not at Camp

Petawawa, I know that.—A. Well, Camp Barriefield is all mixed in.

Q. But I think in the newer ones that you will find there is pretty good
segregation.

'?he CHAIRMAN: ngtlemen, are there any questions? Anybody else? Mr.
Currie, I have some questions I would like to ask you.

Mr. Dickey: Louder, please, Mr. Chairman.
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The CHAIRMAN: You will hear them—Mr. Currie—where angels fear to
tread. You may not have Hansard of December 15, 1952, but I will read to
you at page 640:

ARMY HEADQUARTERS,
OTTAWA, 15 December, 1952
The Minister

1. I have read the report on the investigation of army woarks ser-
vices by Mr. George Currie.

2. He reaches conclusions and makes recommendations which must
be the subject of careful study before I am in a position to advise you
as to the extent to which remedial action has already been taken and
what other steps I would recommend.

This letter, as you know, Mr. Currie, is from Lieutenant-General G. G.
Simonds, Chief of the General Staff.

3. In defining his task Mr. Currie states ‘I have conducted an
investigation into the deficiencies and other irregularities of the engineer-
ing detachment of the army works services at Petawawa and elsewhere’.

4. However, included in Mr. Currie’s report are statements which
may be interpreted by the public as a condemnation of the competence,
integrity and efficiency of the army as a whole. I refer particularly to
the statements in the last paragraph of part 1 of his report.

5. I understand this report is to be made public and if such state-
ments made by Mr. Currie are interpreted by the public and the service-
man as having reference to the army as a whole the effect will be most
damaging.

6. I, therefore, request that Mr. Currie clarify publicly whether
such statements are intended to refer, as his quoted opening remarks
would appear to indicate, to the engineering work services only, or
whether they are intended to refer to the Canadian army as a whole.

And now, Mr. Currie, my question is this. It is a general question.

Mr. FLEMING: There is one more sentence there, Mr. Chairman, that you
left unread. You might as well read it.

The CHAIRMAN: Yes. :

“If the latter is the intention then I would further request that Mr. Currie
provide publicly the facts upon which such opinions and observations are
based.”

By the Chairman:

Q. Now, my question, Mr. Currie is this. In your observations you said
that there was a general breakdown in the system of administration, supervision
and accounting. My question to you is, is that to be applied to the army or
to the army works services only?—A. Mr. Chairman, as stated, I was reporting
on the army works services. I certainly was not condemning the whole army.
I was reporting on the army works services and my remarks here are intended
to apply to that organization. They would alsp apply to other personnel
in the Department of National Defence to the extent that by virtue of their
positions or appointments they are charged with responsibility for the super-
vision of the performance of the duties carried out by the army works services
in accordance with the army works services regulations. Now I would like
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to quote from the army works services regulations, Canada, 1949. Section
3 of those regulations is headed Organization, Functions, Command and Control,
Channels of Communication. Subsection 11 reads:

The officer commanding a command alone is responsible to army
headquarters for the command and administration of the army within
his command. Certain of his powers are delegated, either by KR
Canada 30-30D, or directly, to area commanders and officers in charge of
administration.

Q. Mr. Currie there are a few more questions I feel I must ask you. It
has been stated—Mr. Currie, this document that the Prime Minister tabled
on December 15th is the Currie Report and there is only one?—A. There is
only one.

Q. There is only one. We will not get into that, I just wanted to clear
it up. I will read from Hansard and I think perhaps then I will ask you
to comment. I am reading from—

Mr. WRIGHT: Are we now referring to Part No. I?

The CHAIRMAN: I am not referring to any portion. I am asking questions
of a general nature. I will read you from Hansard of December 17th at page
830:

Mr. DREW: Mr. Speaker, I would draw the attention of the Prime
Minister to the fact that in explaining the changes which did take place”
...we are talking about changes in the report—

Mr. FuLToN: What part of the report?

The CHAIRMAN: I am reading Mr. Drew’s statement. “...he has not
explained the circumstances under which the words “at or near the top”
were replaced by other words.”

“Mr. St. LAURENT: There I have no explanation to offer, and I am
informed that the department has no explanation to offer—that those
words were not discussed between Mr. Drury and Mr. Currie’s representa-
tives on the 1st of December.”

I ask you today to comment on that?

Mr. WriGHT: Mr. Chairman, as a member of the agenda committee it was
distinctly understood we should conclude the questioning on the second and
third part of the report before we start at the first part. That was reported
by yourself to this committee. Now you are directly going into the first part
of the report. What I am asking you is: are we all going to be allowed to
question Mr. Currie on the first part of the report now?

The CHAIRMAN: I have been asking for questions and waiting for questions
and did not have any takers. I am asking the questions. Certainly you can
ask any question that occurs to you.

By the Chairman:

Q. May I have your comment on that, Mr. Currie?—A. That change was
made entirely on my own responsibility without suggestion from anybody.

I was not pointing at any specific person. My investigation showed that
the conditions which prevailed before remedial action was taken had been in
existence for some considerable time. I gave consideration to the fact that
there is a rapid turn-over in the posting of Army personnel, some of them
being in responsible positions for quite a short period. I was not called upon
to fix responsibility and it would have been difficult for me, if not impossible,
to place individual responsibility fairly. My conclusion, therefore, was that the
responsibility lay in the performance of the duties of an appointment itself,

70428—2
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from time to time, and not necessarily with the present holder of an appoint-
ment. Then again, while an officer holding an appointment may be “respon-
sible” he need not necessarily be to blame.

Having regard to these facts, I amended my original draft which read “at
or near the top” to read “higher up”, as I felt it more clearly expressed my
opinion. Responsiblity does not jump over or hurdle any level but forms a
chain of continuing responsibility right through the organization.

I draw your attention to the army works services regulations that I quoted
from:

“The officer commanding a command alone is responsible to AHQ for the
command and administration of the army within his command. Certain of his
powers are delegated, either by K.R. Can. 30-30D or directly, to area com-
manders and officer in charge of administration.”

By the Chairman:
Q. I will refer you to page 728 of the report about three-quarters of the
way on the right hand column:
“In November, I was invited to return to Halifax to examine the results
of the vigorous action which had been taken. I found that remarkable changes
had been made.”

Now, it has been stated that there were interim suggestions made from
time to time. I should like you to say what that would refer to and what
recommendations were put into effect that you know about?—A. We were very
frequently in touch with army headquarters and as I said in my report we
received the utmost cooperation, and on many oecasions we discussed criticisms
we had and recommendations we had to make. For instance, on the 11th of
July I had an interview with the deputy minister® accompanied by two of the
members of my firm and in that interview we recommended steps be taken
to prepare a catalogue that could be used throughout the department. We also
recommended that a comprehensive inventory be prepared and blueprints.
The deputy minister asked us to report on matters that occurred to us and all
the criticisms and recommendations we made were discussed with the depart-
ment; and there was no questions as to who suggested the recommendations,
it was a combination of the two of us—I could not say who suggested them
first. On the 28th of August we had a long interview with the deputy minister
and many things were discussed with him. I might just give you a summary
of the discussions. We were discussing Barriefield and lack of effective use
of the chief auditors’ reports and talking about how it could be remedied. The
deputy minister himself, I think, suggested that the routine of these auditors’
reports should be made in a different way so that they could get quicker atten-
tion which we agreed to. And the inspection teams we are talking about were
also discussed. We discussed problems of delegating authority. We discussed
the organization at headquarters, army headquarters, and we discussed the
tremendous expansion and need for good management and inspection, and
selection of key personnel in the works services, the auditing, and the planning
at army headquarters and the need of clear direction as to the duties of
everybody. There are a lot more of them.

Q. Could you be a little more specific and say whether you discussed
certain camps with the deputy minister or members of his staff that had
authority, and what remedial action was taken with respect to camps other than
Halifax?—A. We discussed at great length the recommendations for particu-
larly the improvement in the accounting and the steps that should be taken
to tighten up the accounting. We discussed the Toronto situation and what
we found there, and Barriefield, and Borden. There were many others.
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Q. Tell us, from the time the discussions took place did you have .occasion
at a later date to view for yourself whether some of the recommendations had
been carried into effect?—A. Yes. Here are some. Training courses for per'sonpel
had been set up and senior officer refresher courses; manuals for organ.lzatxon
and operation had been started; administrative service tea;n.s were_t?emg set
up and the civil service was holding competitions for auditing positions and
there were renewed efforts in obtaining mechanical personnel; establishments
revised to include personnel mentioned in our discussions. We discussed the
warehouse and central warehouse depots and removal of surplus stores from
certain of the army works services and that I understand is being carried out.
Security: There is considerable progress being made in security, guards and
fencing; time clocks; surveys being made as to what further things might be
done and of course one of the big things was the inventory of stores. They
have a first class inventory of stores being made and records being brought up
to date. The real property records were being worked on and that will be done
although it will take time. The new catalogue is going ahead, that is a
universal catalogue with a common nomenclature.

The situation was that when articles were bought from different suppliers,
different names were put on them, and you did not realize that you had got
a supply of the same thing, and you would order some more. Therefore you
needed a common nomenclature.

The chief auditor’s reports or the route of them, and action to be taken;
and then there was a system of tentative estimates as to costs. I am sure there
were a lot of others of minor importance that were done, and very substantial
changes were made.

Q. Yes. What you are saying Colonel Currie, in effect is that these
various matters which you have related to us were discussed, and those which
you have named amongst others, were actually put into effect during the
time you were carrying on the investigation?—A. Yes.

Q. I see. Now, I have a few more questions. You told us Tuesday in
your opening statement tha tthe objective of the investigation was to determine
the course. Somewhere else you said that for the recitation of irregularities
you were dependent in large measure on police and provost reports. Am I
quoting you correctly?—A. Yes.

Q. My question is this: Is it right to say that the irregularities in Part 1
of the report, taken from the provost and the R.C.M.P. report were, in the
main, illustrative of the cause?—A. Yes, that is correct, Mr. Chairman. I also
said at the last meeting that I seriously considered eliminating all the particulars
about these irregularities. They were being handled outside my purview
in the courts, but I felt that because of my terms of reference that I had to
refer to them, and I did so; but I did not refer to them all. I gave more the
ones that the public knew of, that were illustraitve of what was going on.

The CHAIRMAN: Now, gentlemen does anyone wish to ask any further
questions? Mr. Thomas?

By Mr. Thomas:
Q. Colonel Currie, on page 713, when referring to Camp X you said:

In this, as in the scrap metal cases cited and, indeed, in others, army
equipment was used although the contract called for the company to
use its own equipment.

And that is also mentioned in No. 30 of the recommendations where it
says:
Prohibition of loans of materials, stores and equipment to civilian
contractors is desirable.
Was that very widespread?
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The CHAIRMAN: What part is that ?

Mr. THoMAS: Right at the very bottom of page 713 in the left hand column.

The CHAIRMAN: Yes.

Mr. THOMAS: And recommendation No. 30. Was that very widespread?

The CHAIRMAN: Take your time.

The WiTNESS: We only heard of its happening at Camp Petawawa, where
civilian equipment was rented. In commercial life, of course, there are com-

panies which do nothing else, and it is common practice to rent equipment for
construction purposes, particularly heavy equipment.

By Mr. Thomas:

Q. What I was getting at was this: that army equipment was being used
in place of the contractors’ equipment?—A. That, I believe, was an isolated
instance, and I cannot think of any others.

Q. Have you any estimate, at all, of what the cost was to the govern-
ment?—A. We have not, no. ’

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Wright?

By Mr. Wright:

Q. Colonel Currie, on page 729, paragraph No. 4, the fourth recommenda-
tion reads:

Effective action on the reports of the chief auditor is essential.

You stated a moment ago that among the various things which you dis-
cussed with the deputy minister was the method of handling the chief auditor’s
reports. Now, in your statement, on page 712 you said:

The chief auditor of the department had performed his functions
conscientiously.

And later on you said:

The deputy minister in each had directed the quartermaster general
to investigate and report.

If I understood you correctly a moment ago, you stated that when discussing
this matter of the handling of the chief auditor’s report with the deputy
minister you had made some suggestion that some changes were being made as
to how the chief auditor’s report would be handled. Did you get any information
as to why the chief auditor’s report had not been acted upon more expeditiously
than would appear at Petawawa?—A. First of all, as to the first part of your
question, I think it was the deputy minister who made the suggestion that
instead of the auditor’s reports going up through the engineers, they should go
up through command levels so they would be drawn to the attention of senior
officers.

Q. The chief auditor’s report was not then actually delivered to the com-
mand. It went to the deputy minister direct, and the deputy minister, as it
states here, submitted it to the quartermaster general. I take that to be at
a command?—A. It went down; it was received, then it went down through the
engineers’ channels to get reports, and it was felt that it would be better if
it went down through the command levels to get reports, so they would see it
going through.

Q. Were you able to determine why action had not been taken—A. No.

The CHAIRMAN: The question was why the matter had not been dealt with
more expeditiously. That was the question originally.
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By Mr. Dickey:

Q. On this matter of auditor’s reports. I think you referred on page 712
generally to this situation and you say that there were directions by the deputy
minister to the quartermaster general to investigate and report. The auditor’s
reports to which you refer in that instance were reports that were handled
through the deputy minister and quartermaster general? Is that correct?—A.
Yes.

Q. And do you know whether or not a copy of these reports goes to the

Auditor General?—A. Yes, the Auditor General told me himself he got a copy
of the reports.

The CHAIRMAN: Any further questions, gentlemen? First time. Second
time. No further questions.

Mr. Currie; We have no further questions now. You will be excused. It
is quite probable we will need you again at which time I will communicate
with you and give you ample notice. Is that fair enough?

The WiTNEsS: Yes.

The CHAIRMAN: Thank you, Mr. Currie, you have been very helpful.

The WrTNESs: Thank you gentlemen for your very kind treatment of me.
Mr. Stick: Don’t be premature.

The CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, Mr. Currie is the only witness we had arranged
fo_r today. My thought is that we will now adjourn and the agenda committee
will please remain so we can arrange for further business.

The committee adjourned.



5

74 SPECIAL COMMITTEE

APPENDIX 1
Question by Mr. E. W. George
(JANUARY 29, 1953)

During the years 1948 to 1952, what portion of the expenditures on construction
and maintenance at Camp Petawawa, was the result of contracts let by
agencies other than the Department of National Defence and what portion
was directly expended by the Army Works Services?

TR LA AT T D OF ey )

CONSTRUCTION MAINTENANCE
Day labour & Day labour &
Minor contracts Major contracts Minor Contracts

Supervised by agencies
other than Nat. Defence

e E——— L ARV

1947-48 ..... 98,705 61,320
1948-49 ..... 439,359 1,583,393 183,571
1949-50 ..... 354,862 1,991,598 306,315
1950-51 ..... 281,546 1,707,488 892,708
1951-52 ..... 279,490 1,703,253 1,231,550
1952-53 (Est) 197,178 1,103,714 652,616

Tabled on February 5, 1953)

APPENDIX 2
Question by Mr. R. Jutras
(JaNUARY 29, 1953)

How many of the five military personnel charged as a result of the irregu-
larities have since been discharged from the service?
Of the five military personnel prosecuted in civil courts, four were
convicted and have been discharged from the service. The other was acquitted.

(Tabled on February 5, 1953)

b APPENDIX 3
Question by Mr. P. E. Wright
i (JANUARY 29, 1953)

Fe A list of all courts-martial or disciplinary actions taken against personnel

‘C in the Engineer Works Department at Petawawa during the period
3 April 1, 1951 to March 31, 1952.

Apart from those military personnel who have been dealt with in the

civil courts, one soldier was convicted by summary trial for an offence of

z conduct to the prejudice of good order and military discipline. He was
4 sentenced to two days C.B.

(Tabled on February 5, 1953)
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APPENDIX 4

Question by General G. Pearkes
(JANUARY 29, 1953.)

The age and service of Major Elmer at the date of his appointment as Officer
commanding of Engineer Works Detachment at Petawawa.
Major Elmer was born on March 28, 1917. He was appointed officer
commanding Engineer Works Detachment, Camp Petawawa on October 1, 1948.
He joined the Canadian Army as a second-lieutenant on January 29, 1941,
and was attached to Engineer units throughout his service career. He served
overseas in England and northwest Europe from September 18, 1941, to
September 29, 1945.

(Tabled on February 5, 1953)

APPENDIX 5
Question by Mr. A. R. Adamson
(JanuaRrRYy 29, 1953)

How many civilian guards are at the gates of Camp Petawawa?
One Sergeant and 19 men of the Corps of Commissionaires were employed
on gate duties at Petawawa Military Camp at January 31, 1953.

(Tabled on February 5, 1953)

APPENDIX 6
Question by Mr. A. R. Adamson
(JANUARY 29, 1953)
The strength of the summer and winter administrative staffs at Camp
Petawawa.

The regular camp Headquarters staff of Camp Petawawa consists of the
following:

8 Officers
15 other ranks
65 Civilians.

During the summer training period, this staff is augmented by the
following:

6 Officers

9 other ranks.

(Tabled on February 5, 1953)

APPENDIX 7
Question by Mr. A. R. Adamson
{(JANUARY 29, 1953)
The turnover in cash value of the grocery and department store at Camp
Petawawa during 1952.

During the period January 1, 1952, to December 31, 1952, the turnover

in cash value of the groceteria at Camp Petawawa was $226,400.00. There
is no departmental store at this camp.

(Tabled on February 5, 1953)
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APPENDIX 8
Question by Mr. E. D. Fulton

(JANUARY 29, 1953)

The ratio of the expenditure of the Engineer Works Detachment at Petawawa
to the total expenditure of the Department of National Defence the Army
and of the Army Works Services for the years 1948 to 1953.

The following is the percentage of the expenditures of the works company
at Petawawa to the total expenditure of the:

Year Army Works Army National
Services Per cent Defence
Per cent Per cent
RORTAR s i e siens 2-1 -2 -08
e et el N 14-0 2:2 -82
R R S R 14-1 2-0 -69
G R R e R 6-3 1-4 -37
L R R S 5 SR 4-7 -8 -22
RODBRNG - i b e e 2-6 Est. -4 Est -09 Est

(Tabled on February 5, 1953)

APPENDIX 9
Question by Mr. D. Fleming

(JANUARY 29, 1953)

A copy of the written advice upon which the charge, against S/Sgt. Young, of
criminal breach of trust with respect to hiring animals, was dropped.

Following study of the evidence by counsel, he advised officials of the
Department of Justice verbally that charges in respect of the hiring of horses
should not be proceeded with.

(Tabled on February 5, 1953)

APPENDIX 10
Question by Mr. D. Fleming

(JANUARY 29, 1953)

What disciplinary action was taken as a result of the Chief Auditor’s report of
July 19, 1951, on the Engineer Works Detachment at Petawawa.

The Chief Auditor’s report of July 19, 1951, was sent to Command Head-
quarters, Central Command, on the 9th August for investigation and report.
On the 10th September and 10th November hasteners were sent by Army
Headquarters to Command.

On the 10th November a report was received outlining action or contemplated
action on the points brought forward in the Auditor’s report. The full investi-
gation of the Army Works Detachment at Petawawa which led to a number
of prosecutions was under way at this time.

(Tabled on February 5, 1953)
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

TuespAY, February 10, 1953.
(3)

The Special Committee on Defence Expenditure met this day at 11.00
o’clock a.m. Mr. David A. Croll, Chairman, presided.

Members present: Messrs. Adamson, Applewhaite, Benidickson, Blanchette,
Boisvert, Cavers, Croll, Decore, Dickey, Fleming, Fulton, George, Harkness,
Henderson, Herridge, Hunter, James, Jutras, Larson, Macdonnell (Greenwood),
Mecllraith, Pearkes, Power, Stick, Thomas and Wright.—(26)

In attendance: Messrs. C. M. Drury, E. B. Armstrong, W. R. Wright and
Brigadier W. J. Lawson, Department of National Defence.

The Chairman presented the second report of the Sub-Committee on
Agenda as follows:

Your Sub-Committee on Agenda held two meetings this day (Thursday,
February 5) under the chairmanship of Mr. Croll.

Present: Messrs. Applewhaite, Benidickson (Vice-Chairman), Dickey,
Fleming, Mcllraith, Pearkes, Thomas and Wright.—(9)

Your Sub-Committee recommends

1. That evidence be heard, beginning Tuesday, February 10, from the
Assistant Deputy Minister (Finance), Department of National Defence, relating
to Appendix B of the Currie Report (page 734 of Hansard of December 15,
1952);

2. That, on completion of the above, the Committee proceed and inquire
into the topics suggested on January 29, (page 7—Minutes of Proceedings No. 1)
namely Construction, in the following tentative order:

1. Acquisition and leases—Iland and buildings at Esquimalt, Rocky Point
and Gage Town by the Department of National Defence.

2. A general statement with particular reference to Penhold, Nemeo,
Churchill, Cold Lake, Esquimalt, Rocky Point and Gage Town by
the President of Defence Construction Limited.

3. Married quarters program by President, Central Mortgage and Housing
Corporation.

3. That the Committee then inquire into expenditures for the production
and acquisition of aircraft.

Mr. Dickey moved that the above second report be adopted.

Mr. Fleming moved in amendment thereto, seconded by Mr. Pearkes, that
the report of the Steering Committee be amended by adding the following:—

That this Committee do forthwith submit to the House of Commons the
following as its Second Report:—

In accordance with its order of reference from the House, your Com-~

mittee has considered the expenditures and commitments of the Canadian

ki
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Army Works Services as dealt with in the Report of G. S. Currie, Esq.,
Chartered Accountant, tabled in the House of Commons on December 15,
1952, has devoted two meetings to hearing the testimony of Mr. Currie
with reference thereto, and finds that the said Report has been fully
supported in all respects by Mr. Currie in his testimony.

Your Committee recommends that Mr. Currie be authorized to con-
B tinue his enquiries and conduct an investigation, similar to that already
13- : _ undertaken, into all aspects of organization, accounting and administra-
J TS tion of the Department of National Defence.

And a debate arising thereon and continuing, at 1.00 6’clock the Com-

mittee adjourned to meet Thursday, February 12th, at 11.00 o’clock a.m.

: ANTONIO PLOUFFE,

Clerk of the Committee.

e
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FEBRUARY 10, 1953.

The CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen I see a quorum. I wish first to present the
second report of the Sub-Committee on agenda. (see this day’s Minutes of
Proceedings)

Mr. FLEMING: Mr. Chairman, I would like to say a word about the report
and in particular to raise a question—

The CHAIRMAN: Suppose you raise the question immediately afterwards.
We will adopt the report and then you may raise the question.

Mr. FLEmING: I would like to raise it now in view of the fact that I dealt
with it at the sub-committee meeting last Thursday. Mr. Chairman, I want to
draw attention to the terms of reference of this committee. It will be recalled
that the motion in original form as introduced in the House by the Prime
Miinster read to this effect, “that a select committee be appointed to continue
examination of all expenditure of public moneys for National Defence”, and so
on. And then on amendment of Mr. Claxton in the House, the following words
were added to the terms of reference, “and initially to give priority in their
examination to the expenditures and commitments of the Canadian Army
Works Services as dealt with in the Report of G. S. Currie, Esquire, Chartered
Accountant, tabled in the House of Commons on December 15, 1952.” Then it
proceeds, “and report from time to time their observations and opinions
thereon.” Now, I want to submit to the committee, Mr. Chairman, that this
committee has now carried out what it was directed by the House to carry out
initially and that the time has come for an interim report to the House in
accordance with the direction from the House in these words “to report from
time to time their observations and opinions thereon”. I draw attention in the
first place to the fact that the Prime Minister in speaking on this subject in the
House expressly indicated that this was the course that the committee should
have within its power to follow. He said in speaking on January 15, 1953, at
page 1027—and here he was dealing with an amendment introduced by Mr.
Knowles, and that amendment sought to instruct the committee further to the
following effect “and to give consideration to the desirability of recommending
that Mr. Currie be asked to continue a further inquiry into all other expendi-
tures and commitments covered by the terms of reference”’—the Prime Minister
said, page 1027,

a Now, with respect to the amendment suggested by the hon. member
Your Honour has said that this is a direction which would be in order.
It certainly appears to be a direction to the committee to do something
that they would have the right to do without being directed to do it, and
therefore something within the ruling you had previously made.

I mention that because I am going to ask that the committee include in its
interim report to the House, which I am now about to propose, a recommenda-
tion in a form somewhat similar to that which was embraced within the
amendment of Mr. Knowles then under comment by the Prime Minister in the
paragraph I have just read. I draw attention to the fact that the Prime Minister
there said “it certainly appears to be a direction to the committee to do some-
thing that they would have the right to do without being direced to do it”.
The amendment of Mr. Knowles was defeated in the House and the matter now

79
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stands on this footing that the committee has the right to do what was contem-
plated in the amendment of Mr. Knowles even though that amendment was
defeated in the House. I submit the committee has now done what the House
required of it in Mr. Claxton’s amendment: It has given priority in its examina-
tion to the expenditures and commitments of the Canadian Army Works Services
as dealt with in Mr. Currie’s report; and now let us make an interim report
dealing with that special subject matter and in making our report let us say to
the House, as the fact is, that we have reviewed the report, we have heard
Mr. Currie, he has appeared as a witness at its meetings, has answered all the
questions put to him and the net result of this investigation of his report and
the reception of his testimony is that his report stands absolutely intact. Not-
withstanding what may have been a somewhat delicate approach to the report
in this committee, and surprisingly enough after the attacks that were made on
portions of that report in the House by members of the government, the fact of
the matter is that those attacks have been proven to be completely unfounded,
they have fizzled out entirely. The report of Mr. Currie stands today upheld,
in all respects intact, and in its full integrity. Therefore, I urge, Mr. Chairman,
that this committee should so report to the House and this is the time to do it.
In the second place I urge that the committee should now report on another
aspect, namely, that discussed in the House in relation to the amendment first
introduced by the honourable member for Nanaimo which was later ruled out
of order, and the amendment of Mr. Knowles which was not ruled out of order
but was defeated in the House, and we should recommend to the House that
Mr. Currie should be asked to continue his investigation into the organization,
accounting, and administration of the Department of National Defence. That
is the second branch of the interim report which I urge this committee should
make to the House at this time. I draw attention, Mr. Chairman, to two things
that have emerged in the testimony received by the committee and the first
is that as to those various matters mentioned by Mr. Currie in his report, the
horses, the dam, the rails, the refrigerators, and other matters, Mr. Currie has
made it abundantly clear that he was simply making certain selections from
the available instances of irregularities. By way of illustration, he made it
abundantly clear he did not attempt in his report to make a complete enumera-
tion of the irregularities or nature of the types of irregularities discolsed in his
investigation. These are instances drawn on for the purpose of illustrating
what Mr. Currie made so clear in his testimony before this committee last
Thursday. Then in the second place—

Mr. McILRAITH: Are you referring to the evidence on page 32 on that point?
Mr. FLEMING: It is page T71.

The CHAIRMAN: I have no amendment before me. If you have an amend-
ment ‘ready will you let me have it, so we will all know its contents.

Mr. FLEMING: I am going to hand it to you. I am nearly finished.

The second point I want to make in connection with our asking Mr. Currie
to continue is that it is evident now as to the extent of the inquiry that he
has made into the administration and accounting within the Department of
National Defence that there are some very significant statistics which were put
before the committee at the opening of the last meeting in reply to a question
asked at the previous meeting by my colleague, the honourable member for
Kamloops. It has to do with the ratio or percentage of the expenditure of the
works company at Petawawa to the total expenditure for all the army works
services, for the army, and for the entire Department of National Defence.
That will be found in appendix 8 at page 76 of the proceedings of the last
date, and there honourable members can see how very slight so far has been
the extent of the review within the Department of National Defence.
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Now, in the year just about to close on March 31 next we see it estimated
that the percentage of the expenditure of the works services at Camp Petawawa,
the total expenditure of the army works services throughout Canada, is just
2-6 per cent. We see that the percentage of the expenditure of the works
services at Camp Petawawa was just an estimated -4 per cent of the total
expenditures on the army, and also that it is just -09 per cent estimated of
the total expenditure of the Department of National Defence. Now, translating
that into more simple terms it means, as I understand it Mr. Chairman, that
the army works services at Camp Petawawa, which were the principal subject
matter of the report of Mr. Currie, represents -09 per cent this year of the total
expenditure throughout the Department of National Defence, which worked
out in plain terms means that just $9 out of every $10,000 spent through the
Department of National Defence has been reviewed by Mr. Currie at Camp
Petawawa. The review as to the works services at other places throughout
Canada will not increase that percentage by more than two and a half times.
In other words, taking the 2-6 per cent figure that we have in column one and
the -09 figure in the third column, it means, as I have said, that the Camp
Petawawa expenditure which Mr. Currie investigated represents just $9 out
of every $10,000 being spent this year in the Department of National Defence,
and the whole expenditure throughout all the army works services in Canada
represents about $25 spent out of every $10,000 spent through the Department of
National Defence this year. It cannot be said, therefore Mr. Chairman, that
Mr. Currie’s report has done more than show a very very tiny segment of this
large and important department. Now, there is one other point that arose in
our discussion which you will recall Mr. Chairman in relation to this subject
in the sub-committee on agenda. The honourable member for Wetaskiwin, when
we were considering the question of reviewing expenses on construction, raised
the point that a review of paper reports by the committee would be of little
real assistance; that what should be done was that an inspection of the works
themselves, an actual inspection, should be carried out and he raised the point
of whether a committee or a sub-committee should actually undertake a tour
which would take them to these various places where members could make
personal observations. Now, Mr. Chairman, I want to express the view that it is
not practicable for this committee to undertake a tour of this kind, and even
if we did I do not know how many of us can claim to be experts in construction.
There is a method by which essential information can be obtained in a way
which I think is in keeping with parliamentary responsibility and with
efficiency in the conduct of the affairs of this committee, and that is that an
investigation should be made in such cases by those who are competent to
make it, and that leads us again I think directly to this conclusion that
Mr. Currie, with such assistance as he may require, should be instructed to
continue his investigation and to complete a review of the accounting, the
administration and organization of the Department of National Defence.

And, finally, in case the point should be raised that was raised in the
sub-committee that there might be some reluctance on the part of Mr. Currie
to undertake another task, I want to say this that I do not believe that a man
who has shown in so many ways throughout his life the conception of public
duty and public responsibility that Mr. Currie has shown would hesitate to
undertake this task if he was asked to do it by the House of Commons.

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I move, seconded by Mr. Pearkes:

That the report of the Steering Committee be amended by adding thereto
the following:—
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That this Committee do forthwith submit to the House of Commons the
following as its Second Report: —

In accordance with its order of reference from the House, this
Committee has considered the expenditures and commitments of the
Canadian Army Works Services as dealt with in the Report of G. S.
Currie, Esq., Chartered Accountant, tabled in the House of Commons
on December 15, 1952, has devoted two meetings to hearing the testi-
mony of Mr. Currie with reference thereto, and finds that the said
Report has been fully supported in all respects by Mr. Currie in his
testimony; and

Your Committee recommends that Mr. Currie be authorized to con-
tinue his enquiries and conduct an investigation, similar to that already
undertaken, into all aspects of organization, accounting and administra-
tion of the Department of National Defence.

Mr. McILrRAITH: Mr. Chairman, there are two comments I want to make
about Mr. Fleming’s argument. First of all it is noticeable that no reference
is made by Mr. Fleming in his argument about the constructive part of the
report. It seems to deal with part one, and I interjected when he was speaking
about the part of the evidence when he was referring to the irregularities and
he said—page 71—which is my recollection of where that point was once
dealt with—I just want to say in reference to part one of the Currie Report
as I read the answers given by Mr. Currie on that subject at page 71, in addi-
tion to anything that may be capable of in any way supporting Mr. Fleming’s
argument, he had this to say:

I also said at the last meeting that I seriously considered limiting
any particulars about these irregularities.

And then he went on to explain why he considered that.
Mr. FLEMmING: Would my friend read the rest.
The CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, please.
Mr. MCILRAITH:

They were being handled outside my purview in the courts, but I
felt that because of my terms of reference that I had to refer to them,
and I did so; but I did not refer to them all. I gave more the ones

. that the public knew of, that were illustrative of what was going on.

The third paragraph he dealt with:

I ascertained early in my investigations that the Department of
National Defence had already commenced to take active steps to improve
conditions and that the results were becoming evident in varying degrees
in the various commands.

Then he went on to say—near the bottom:

However, I thought the terms of reference were such that I would-
be expected to mention these irregularities in the report.

Well perhaps I will read this whole part:

Mr. Chairman, by way of explanation I would like to say this: That
in my report one of the problems which confronted me was how I should
deal with the irregularities at Petawawa. I seriously considered eliminat-
ing any particulars whatsoever seeing that some of them were being
dealt with through the courts. It was also impressed upon me that any

* particulars given by me in my report might prejudice one way or another
the cases which were before the criminal courts. However, I thought
that the terms of reference were such that I would be expected to mention
these irregularities in the report. Now, I draw your attention to a
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paragraph on page 11 of my report—page 714 of the Hansard: “In such
circumstances, when rigid accounting methods fail, police examination
is the only available recourse left. This has been.carried out with
painstaking thoroughness, and leads me to the belief that most, if not all,
the important irregularities have been uncovered. The police, too, have
been able to recover by far the greater quantity of the missing goods,
and these have been returned to stores.”

I would also say that all the cases in the police and provost corps
reports are not mentioned in my report or referred to. In the main,
however, I took all this material from the R.C.M.P. and the provost
corps reports. Some I tested like in the case of the cement, but as I say
and emphasize again I was trying to find out what the cause was that
these conditions should have occurred.

In other words he deals very fully on this in his evidence and was not
cross-examined on that part of the evidence.

Then a second point. I just want to draw your attention to the second base
of Mr. Fleming’s case. It will be found on the top of page 76. I will leave it
to honourable members to read the figures used by Mr. Fleming. They show
that at the time of the Currie report the matters dealt with in said report the
figures across 49 and 50 are 14-1 instead of the 2-6 used; 2 per cent instead of
the -4 used, and -69 instead of -09 and in 1950-51 they show 6-3 instead of
2-6 and 1-4 instead of -4 and -37 instead of -09.

I will leave it to members but it will be seen the figures used relates to a
year not yet ended and does not cover the period to which the Currie report
applied.

The CHAIRMAN: Just for clarification and in order that you may fully
know what the amendment entails, there are two aspects to the amendment.
The first part of the amendment, in effect, is to find that the Currie Report
has been fully supported in all respects by Mr. Currie in his testimony. The
second part of the amendment recommends that Mr. Currie be authorized to
continue his inquiries and conduct an investigation, similar to that he had
already undertaken, into all aspects of organization, accounting and administra-
tion of the Department of National Defence. These are the two aspects in the
amendment, so you had better deal with both of them if you are dealing with
them at all.

Mr. WriGHT: I would like to deal particularly with the second part of the
amendment, that this committee make to the house a recommendation that Mr.
Currie be authorized to continue his inquiry, similar to that which he had
already taken, namely, an investigation into all aspects of organization,
accounting and administration of the Department of National Defence. You
will note that in reply to a question of yours, Mr. Chairman, to Mr. Currie, just
prior to the adjournment of his hearing before this committee, at page 68 of
the committee report.

By the Chairman:
Q. In your observations you said that there was a general break-
down in the system of administration, supervision and accounting. My

question to you is, is that to be applied to the army or to the army
works services only?

2

Well, anyone who read the terms of reference to Mr. Currie from parlia-
ment knows that he was only asked to investigate the works services. Mr.
Currie’s reply was this:

A. Mr. Chairman, as stated, I was reporting on the army works
services. I certainly was not condemning the whole army.—
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He had not investigated the whole army, so he naturally could not report on it.
His reply continues:
—I was reporting on the army works services and my remarks
here are intended to apply to that organization.—

He goes on to say:
—They would also apply to other personnel in the Department of
National Defence to the extent that by virtue of their positions or
appointments they are charged with responsibility for the supervision
of the performance of the duties carried out by the army works services
in accordance with the army works services regulations.—

Now, to try to say or to indicate that Mr. Currie has in any way made an
investigation of any other part of the army than the army works services is,
of course, ridiculous. It has been pointed out that the army works services
represent a comparatively small part of our total expenditures. I do not care
whether you use the figures suggested by Mr. Mcllraith, which are here, or
the ones suggested by Mr. Fleming; they are all here, and they all indicate that
this is a comparatively small part of the total army expenditures which we are
making in Canada today.

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Wright, may I just ask you while you are dealing
with this—have you read the question on the top of page 76:

The ratio of the expenditure of the Engineer Works Detachment at
Petawawa to the total expenditure of the Department of National
Defence the Army and of the Army Works Services for the years 1948
to 1953.

You recall that Mr. Currie said he examined eight other similar camps.

Mr. WRIGHT: Eight other similar camps, of the department of works
services. But only works services branches, not any other branch of the army.
The Royal Canadian Engineers Works Services are only half of the total engin-
eering corps. They have only to do with the spending of money on construction
work and jurisdiction over that type of stores, etc., at the various Royal Cana-
dian Engineers establishments, so it is a comparatively small part of the total
army expenditures that we have had any effective examination into today.

We as a committee are sitting here to examine into the expenditures into
the army since 1950. Now, can any member of this committee get up and
honestly say that by sitting here in a room in the House of Commons with a
bunch of papers before us which indicate the contracts that have been let,
which indicate the expenditures that have been made, that we can have any
idea or can ever have any idea as to whether these contracts have been
fulfilled.

Mr. BENIDICKSON: Have you any of those papers? Let us have them.

Mr. WRIGHT: We cannot tell from here whether these contracts have been
fulfilled or the expenditures made without an examination on the ground.
As the chairman and other members of this committee have indicated, that
requires expert advice. Members of this committee are not competent—I am
not competent to say whether a construction job has the proper amount of
" cement placed in the concrete mix which goes into the foundations of all this
construction work. It is only a competent engineer who can do that and it
can only be done by examination on the ground itself, not by a committee
sitting here in the House of Commons. Until this committee has expert advice
and we as a committee are prepared to send either the whole committee or
a part of the committee along with the experts to examine into these contracts,
and examine into the work that was done as a result of these contracts which
have been let, only then can we ever hope to determine whether the taxpayers’
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money is being spent efficiently or not. Otherwise we are just wasting our
time here looking at contracts, because we cannot determine anything from
those contracts except that a particular contract was let and that the work
was done, and at that we are taking somebody’s word that the work was
completed according to specifications. I think that the appointment of some
competent authority, such as Mr. Currie, to go out and examine into these
contracts—

Mr. HUNTER: To see whether the mix is right in the concrete?

Mr. FLEMING: His assistants will do that part of the work.

Mr. WRIGHT: Mr. Currie can certainly obtain an engineer and assistants.

Mr. BENIDICKSON; Why can’t we?

Mr. WRIGHT: But is it the intention of this committee to do that? Is it
the intention of this committee to do that, to obtain the necessary technical
advice, to go out and do the job?

Mr. DickeY: We are doing it all the time.

Mr. WRIGHT: The parliamentary assistant says “we are doing it all the
time”.

Mr. DickeY: You know perfectly well we are.

Mr. WRIGHT: This committee has never done it to date. I sat on the
Public Accounts Committee, examining into defence expenditures years ago,
and we did not send any experts out and we had no experts made available
to us—

Mr. BENIDICKSON: Did you ask for them?

Mr. WRIGHT: —to examine into these expenditures in the field, and I do
not know whether it is the intention of this committee to do it or not. I do
not think this committee is as competent to do it as some ouside authority
who can give us technical advice such as suggested by the amendment to the
report moved by Mr. Fleming.

There are a lot of things happening in this country. Look at the questions
on the order paper. There are over 100 questions on the order paper since the
New Year, regarding defence expenditures. These questions do not materialize
out of thin air. They go on the order paper because of letters received by
members of this house giving them certain information and asking for further
information, and if these hundred questions go on the order paper from the
opposition members, how many questions are coming to the government side
of this house? ‘Certainly they are probably receiving as many or more than
we are receiving. Now, these letters indicate something. I have letters in
my files which indicate a lot of things and if this committee is going to ignore
such matters, the only alternative we have is to turn these matters over to
the police.

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Wright, if you have any information that is in any way
useful, I think it is your duty to turn it over to the committee; if you think
there is any substance to the information and you are prepared to take some
responsibility for it, I think it is your duty to do that.

Mr. DickeY: It should not be held back for political advantage.

Mr. WRIGHT: It is not being held back for political advantage. If you
want the information, you can have it.

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Wright, you are a member of the agenda sub-
committee. You have had ample opportunity to present whatever you wish
befo;e the agenda sub-committee. You will have the opportunity again this
week.

Mr. WRIGHT: There are certain things which this committee are not allowed
to investigate for security reasons.
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Mr. DicKEY: Are the letters that you have received all referring to security
matters?

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Wright, if you have any information at all that this
committee is not competent to deal with, I think you should turn that informa-
tion over to the proper authorities who are competent to deal with it, in the
interest of justice. I mean the police.

Mr. BENIDICKSON: I don’t know of anything yet that has been adjudged
incompetent to be considered by this committee.

Mr. ApAMSON: $667 million with regard to aircraft!

The CHAIRMAN: We will deal with the amendment we have before us
at the present time.

Mr. JuTrRAs: Mr. Chairman, I think it is quite obvious this morning that
this amendment is a new phase of petty political tactics introduced simply to i

prevent any further examination into this question, and it is clear evidence
once more of the complete lack of sense of responsibility of the whole opposi-
tion group in this committee, and I cannot do better than use the very words
of Mr. Fleming in the house, as reported at page 773 of Hansard which apply
here very well, and I quote:

- If any further evidence is required of the decline of the sense of
parliamentary responsibility during the lifetime of the present govern-
ment, alike on its part and on the part of those who follow it in the
house, you have seen it in abundance this day.

-

I think this applies clearly to the attitude of the opposition this morning.
It is quite clear that it is another step to run away from the loose charges and
innuendoes that they have placed on Hansard all through the discussion
before this report was sent to the committee. Mr. Fleming made a big ado
this morning about the report standing absolutely intact. I went through
the record of Hansard and the discussions which took place in the House
before the report was referred and I fail to see any incidents in Hansard
coming from government members that threw any doubts or that had anything
to do with the reliability of the Currie Report. On the other hand—
s Mr. FLEMING: Are you referring to my hon. friend’s remarks in connec-

tion with the speech of the Prime Minister?

Mr. JUTRAS: You can take the speeches of practically every member of
the opposition and you will immediately see that there were plenty of innuen-
does and suggestions made and doubt thrown on the validity of the report.

Mr. MAcDONNELL: Could you give an illustration of that?

Mr. JuTRAs: Very simply. You can start with the leader of the group,
Hon. George Drew, as illustrated in a speech on page 761, which questions
the changes in the report. He says:

... There is not much doubt about who the higher up authorities
are, even if we do not yet know whether the unrevised report which
has been mentioned in the house is the correct one, instead of the one
now before us.

And then he goes on to say:
- Mr. Speaker, this report is one which brings us again to certain
;4% questions which have been unanswered.—
F;: -~ on page 761 of Hansard. And then he makes this statement.
i There is a great deal to explain about this report.

Mr. MACDONNELL: Criticisms.
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Mr. JuTRAS: And further on:
Further, there are many questions which remain unanswered.

Then we go on to Mr. Harkn'ess, where, on page 747 of Hansard, after
dealing with the changes in the report again, he has this to say:

Now, Mr. Speaker, these various changes which have been made
are, I think, indicative of the attitude on defence matters which we have
experienced in this house for some years.

The implication there is quite clear that apparently Mr. Currie is reflecting
the attitude of the department, and I could read the rest of the paragraph on
that page. In the next column, on the same page:

There has been a constant effort to prevent the true facts as far
as defence is concerned being given to this house and to the country.
Once more, I protest very strongly against it.

That related to the change in the report. So, if that is not a reflection on
the report, I do not know what reflection is.

And so you could run all through the speeches of members, particularly
members of the Conservative party, and everywhere you find innuendoes
saying there have been changes made, and it is not clear what the man means,
and then they have so many questions they want answered, and yet when
the witness appeared before this committee they all became tongue-tied and
all took an attitude—well, a dumb attitude—not to ask any questions, because
all through ‘the appearance of the witness it is significant that not one single
question was asked by any of the members of the group. And then again,
turning to the words of our friend Mr. Fleming, he dealt with this question
of silence in the house and had a great deal to say about it. For instance, on
page 773 he says:

I think it may be said, Mr. Speaker, by way of fair warning to this
government that if they think that by being parties to some conspiracy
of silence they are going to discourage the discussion of this very vital
and important report, then they are very much mistaken.

The CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen! Gentlemen!

Mr. Jutras: I would just like to repeat those words of Mr. Fleming and
try to impress them upon him this morning. If they think they are going to
discourage a discussion of this very important question, then they are mistaken.
They tried to insinuate that government members—and Mr. Fleming referred
to us particularly when he attacked that portion of the report by members
of the government, he tried to leave the impression that the reason liberals
were not at that time taking as active a part in the debate as they would have
wished them to take, he attributed that to embarrassment; and he says on
page 774, after referring to the Prime Minister who, in his opinion was very
lacking because he had not explained the whole thing, he said:

He has had more than 24 hours to get to the bottom of the matter. ..

And he was quite shocked that the Prime Minister had not got a full
explanation yet. Then he says later on, on the same page 774:

...or has the Prime Minister decided he has had enough embarrass-
ment over this report, and is not going to take the House into his
confidence about it?

Thus I wonder at this stage—and it is a fair question—who is running
away from the question, and who, apparently, is getting embarrassed? As I
say, running through the Hansard reports, theré are a great many charges made
by the opposition.
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Mr. FLEMING: Yes, and based on the report.

Mr. JuTrAs: It is amazing to me that the opposition—and I see that Mr.
Wright of the C.C.F. party has joined in—has changed its attitude in regard
to standing committees. Now, apparently according to them, standing com-
mittees can be of no value, it would seem, on anything at all. In other words,
committees of the House have become instruments that are ineffective and that
cannot conduct an investigation into any question. Yet as I recall Mr. Fleming,
I doubt if there is anybody who has advocated more than he has the setting
up of standing committees. On practically every occasion he has insisted on
getting standing committees appointed. .

Mr. BENIDICKSON: Including Defence Expenditures.

Mr. Jutras: Yes, including Defence Expenditures; and, as a matter of fact,
in the very speech he made on that occasion, he again criticized the Minister
of National Defence for not appointing a committee. That will be found on
page 776, where he says:

This is the Minister, Mr. Speaker—and you will not have forgotten
this fact—who, alike when he was Minister of National Health and
Welfare and since he became Minister of National Defence, has been the
opponent of the appointment of standing committees of this House...

Now we give them a committee, yet that committee is no good, and it
cannot look into any phase of this question. It is quite obvious, Mr. Chairman—
and I say this again—that they are just trying to run away from the loose
charges which they have made throughout this discussion; and it is quite obvious
that they made a lot of charges and are now going to try to close the com-
mittee, and close any investigation, so that all those loose charges will remain
unanswered upon Hansard.

Mr. FLEMING: Mr. Chairman, I think Mr. Jutras has gone about as far
as he could be allowed to go, having regard to the rules governing this com-
mittee. The hon. member has taken upon himself to say that we are trying to
close up the committee. But we have not done anything of the kind.

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Fleming, you will have your opportunity.

Mr. JuTras: I am talking about the Currie Report.

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Fleming, that was not the inference that I gathered
from it.

Mr. FLEMING: There have been innuendoes all along. I rise, Mr. Chairman,
on a question of privilege.

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Fleming, you rose from your seat and commenced
to speak. You did not say you were rising on a question of privilege.

Mr. FLEMING: Well, Mr. Chairman, I am rising on a question of privilege
because the hon. member has made imputations, and completely baseless ones
at that. He said that I was trying to close up the committee. But my amend-
ment calls for an interim report to the House from this committee.

Mr. JuTRAs: Mr. Chairman, I was referring to the Currie report all the
way through my remarks.

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Jutras has the floor.

- Mr. FLEminG: This is the first time I have heard a suggestion put forwz}rd
seriously by an adult that when you put in an interim report you are trying
to close off the committee. This is put forward as a proposed second report
to the House, and I said it would be an interim report. There is no reason why
the committee should not go on and deal with it and do with it as it may
feel it should do.
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The CHAIRMAN: There is nothing in what Mr. Jutras said which imputed
motives to you, Mr. Fleming.

Mr. HARKNESS: Mr. Chairman, I submit that nothing that Mr. Jutras has
said so far has been in order. He is not addressing himself to the matter
before the committee at the moment, namely, the motion which we have made.
He has taken up all his time so far in making attacks on members of the
opposition, and in regard to a statement which he alleges they made, and to
innuendoes which he alleges they made in the House of Commons. In other
words, everything he has said to this committee has had nothing to do with
the motion which is before the committee.

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Jutras, have you finished? Mr. Hunter has the floor.

Mr. HUNTER: Mr. Chairman, this motion, as I see it, covers two factors,
one is the interim report, and the other is a motion that Mr. Currie be
empowered to investigate further.

Now, dealing first with the interim report, it is difficult not to impute
motives to the mover of the amendment. It will not be an interim report at all.
It will be a report which simply says that the report of Mr. Currie be concurred
in every way, and that everything is just as it states, and therefore we are
through with it. If that is an interim report, Mr. Chairman, I suggest that
the mover does not quite understand what an interim report is.

Mr. MAcDONNELL: It deals with a tiny fraction only.

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Macdonnell, you know that the floor will be available
to you in due course.

Mr. MAcCDONNELL: Mr. Chairman, I am only trying to be helpful.
The CHAIRMAN: Well, you are not being very helpful!

Mr. HUNTER: I must thank the hon. member very much for his alleged
help. But one of the points which Mr. Fleming made, and he made it over
and over again, was that but a very small percentage of the expenditures,
namely those at Camp Petawawa, were investigated, and not the total expendi-
tures, first of all, for the Army Works Services in Canada, and secondly, those
for the Department of National Defence in Canada.

This is one of those things which I think most of us have been anticipating
would come up. Mr. Currie was empowered to investigate the army works
services; and while there was emphasis on Camp Petawawa, he went right
across Canada to investigate the army works services, and he mentioned the
places where he had done so. The official opposition had plenty of opportunity
to question Mr. Currie in the matter of the army works services in Canada,
not just confined to Camp Petawawa, and if they preferred to sit and exhibit
the sulkiness of spoiled children, then they are hardly in a position to come
along now and say: “We want to investigate the complete army works services
in Canada, because this report covers only a small portion of it.” I cannot
understand an attitude like that; I think it is badly meant and that it shows
bad motives.

The CHAIRMAN: I do not think you are right, Mr. Hunter, in attributing
bad motives.

Mr. HUNTER: Very well. I retract, but I think the inference could be
drawn from that.

The CHAIRMAN: He has retracted the words “bad motives”.

Mr. HunTeER: I think the inference could be drawn from that by some
badly intentioned people, that they might have bad motives.

The CHAIRMAN: Wait one minute, please, Mr. Hunter. I think you should
withdraw any suggestion of motives that are bad.
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Mr. HUNTER: Very well then, Mr. Chairman, I withdraw that unequivo-
cably and by reason of your request. Now, Mr. Chairman, we come to the
other part. They have been alleging that things have been said which impute
motives, but I think largely the words which have been said were merely
quotations of their words, and if they impute motives, they will have to put
up with it. They go on and ask that Mr. Currie investigate the whole of
the Canadian army.

Mr. FLEMING: And the Department of National Defence.

Mr. HUNTER: And they have said that already his report had been upheld
in toto. I read now from page 32 of the proceedings of this committee where
the witness, Mr. Currie, at the bottom of the page says:

I would also say that all the cases in the police and provost corps
reports are not mentioned in my report or referred to. In the main,
however, I took all this material from the R.C.M.P. and the provost
corps reports. Some I tested, like in the case of the cement, but as I
say and emphasize again I was trying to find out what the cause was
that these conditions should have occurred.

And then on page 13, Brigadier Lawson said:

‘'Some of the army provost reports, as often happens in the early
stages of an investigation, did contain statements that subsequently
proved to be incorrect. Examples of this are statements that horses
were placed on the army payroll in the name of labourers and that
certain pulpwood had been stolen from the Crown.

Now they go on, and after the committee covers the whole of the Depart-
ment of National Defence, if they are as interested in it as they say they are
interested in the other part of the army works services throughout Canada,
I think it would really be foolish to bring in a report if they do not intend
to ask a single word on it. Therefore I suggest that to set up a body or a
commission, or whatever you wish to call it, to examine the whole of the
Department of National Defence would be simply a very expensive duplica-
tion of machinery which is already there, and we would be authorizing an
expenditure which might run into millions of dollars in order to study
something which we do not know even exists; and I would suggest it was
an expenditure asked for by the official opposition who are always trying
to curtail the budget but always trying to spend more money.

Mr. FuLToN: Mr. Chairman, I think it is desirable that we get over the
discussion on the merits of the amendment moved by Mr. Fleming and which
is now before the committee; but in discussing it I think it is probably
necessary to dispose of some of the so-called arguments raised by members
of the liberal party against us, and I would refer particularly to the argument
—if I might dignify it by that word—put forward by Mr. Hunter. He just
said that there is a complete absence of indication that there is any necessity
for a further inquiry by Mr. Currie. But it is in the knowledge of every
member of this committee, and it is within the knowledge of every Canadian

.who reads the papers that there are widespread irregularities and thefts going

on in the Department of National Defence.

Mr. Stick: Did Mr. Currie say so?

Mr. FuLTton: Just the other day the matter was raised in the House by
the member for Saint John-Albert, in connection with irregularities in his own
constituency.

The CHAIRMAN: The minister gave an explanation, and his statement is
on Hansard. !

Mr. FuLton: Yes, I heard his explanation.
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The CHAIRMAN: It seemed to be full and complete.

Mr. FuLTon: It was an explanation of what the department was doing, but
it was not a denial that the irregularities had occurred there; and furthermore,
there are reports in the papers from Victoria, of thefts from the depot at
Esquimalt; and there are reports in the press for Friday of last week. I recall
the defalcation by an R.C.A.F. paymaster of the sum of $14,000, which theft
had taken place over a period of approximately 14 months; and 14 months
had gone by with that theft completely undiscovered; all of which indicate
that there is in the wider field of defence expenditures as a whole some break-
down, as Mr. Currie found in his inquiry at Camp Petawawa, and, in a general
sense in the army works services as a whole. There is,- of course, as will be
particularly in the recollection of the members of this committee who are
also members of the House, the Murray Report which supplemented the Currie
Report although the irregularities antidated the Currie Report—

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Fulton, you know you are out of order. Let us have
an understanding of this to begin with. I am not going to try to outshout you.
You know when you are out of order, and you knew it when you started.

Mr. FurtoN: I do not accept for a moment your ruling. I am dealing
with an argument put forward by Mr. Hunter.

The CHAIRMAN: You are not in order when you bring up what Mr. Murray
said. It has nothing to do at all with what Mr. Hunter mentioned.

Mr. FuLToN: You will recall in purporting to deal with the case put
forward by Mr. Fleming in support of this amendment, Mr. Hunter said there
are no indications of any necessity for the wider inquiry which it is
recommended Mr. Currie be called upon to perform. I am dealing with this
case, that there is a necessity for such a wider inquiry and I am dealing
with some of the examples of a similar breakdown as those found by Mr.
Currie in his limited inquiries, and I am suggesting that someone like Mr.
Currie with his capabilities should undertake the wider inquiry. Mr. Hunter
raises the question and Mr. Jutras the same “why didn’t we question Mr.
Currie?” Mr. Chairman, you will recall that in the House we took the position
that the Currie Report spoke for itself; we accepted the Currie Report, and
we said there was no need to call Mr. Currie before this committee to question
Mr. Currie as to what he had already found, and if my honourable friends
of the Liberal party do not accept Mr. Currie’s statement in his report in
every particular, I wonder why they did not question Mr. Currie on some
of the allegations which they now seek by inference to suggest are not accurate.
I may only take it from Mr. Jutras’ remarks and the applause which greeted
them while he was making them that he resents the suggestion which he
says was made by the members of the opposition that the members of the
government party do not accept the report. That was the whole tenor of
his statement and the applause which greeted it showed that it had the general
approval. I will take his attitude at its face value. They do accept the
Currie Report. That is splendid. So do we. We accepted it in the House
and said it was not necessary to waste our time here by reviewing a review
which had already been made by a man of Mr. Currie’s competence. That
is still our feeling. We say it stands unimpaired and strengthened by the
very clear, explicit and courageous manner in which Mr. Currie gave. his
evidence. Now, as to the suggestion that the motion made by Mr. Fleming
seeks in any way to cut off the work of this committee, that suggestion does
not stand up. You recall Mr. Currie last year was carrying on an inquiry
simultaneous in point of time to the work of this committee. If that could
be done last year I see no reason at all why it could not be done this year.
The motion by Mr. Fleming in no way suggests and cannot be taken as suggest-
ing that we are seeking to cut off the work of this committee. Ever since
the committee was discussed in the House what we were trying to do was
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to have this committee get on with its work instead of reviewing the work
done by a qualified investigator. As to the merits of the motion itself you
yourself, Mr. Chairman, pointed out that it is divided into two parts: firstly
that it states that the report has been fully supported in all respects by Mr.
Currie in his testimony, and secondly, that Mr. Currie be authorized to continue
his inquiries and conduct an investigation similar to that already undertaken
into all aspects of organization, accounting and administration of the Depart-
ment of National Defence. On the first branch of that motion I take it again
by the remarks of Mr. Jutras that the Liberal members of this committee
do accept Mr. Currie’s Report. That was the implication and certainly not
one of their questions or one of the answers in any way weakened that report.
I take it that we can agree that we all accept Mr. Currie’s report in toto.

Mr. HUNTER: No, you cannot.

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Fulton is entitled to speak.

Mr. Furton: I take it from the murmurs of dissent that the Liberal
members of the committee do not accept Mr. Currie’s Report in toto. It
will be interesting to hear in what respects they do not accept it and why
they refrained from asking questions of Mr. Currie while they had the
opportunity of asking any questions dealing with any particular aspect of
the report on which they do not accept his findings, because I emphasize
there was not one question or a reply which in any sense weakened this report.
Indeed it strengthened it. The answers he gave strengthen it in every respect.
There are horses on the payroll. That is established.

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Fulton, you are not giving evidence. If you want
to give evidence you can do it at a later stage.

Mr. FurToN: I am quoting from the report and investigation and the fact
that Mr. Currie was not asked a single question on that point, and I suggest
to you, Mr. Chairman, in all seriousness that if any of the Liberal members of
this committee are suggesting Mr. Currie was not accurate in that or any
respect it is strangely significant that they forebore to ask Mr. Currie any
questions in that respect when he was here.

The other point I want to deal with is the suggestion that Mr. Currie
should be asked to enlarge his inquiry. Mr. Mecllraith has tried to suggest
that Mr. Fleming was not accurate in using the figures he did in saying that
Mr. Currie inquired into a field of activities representing one-tenth of one
per cent of the defence spending, but that is what his inquiries covered.
Mr. Mecllraith went back to the pre-Korean figures. He went back to the
years that were prior to the outbreak of the Korean war, he went back to
1948 and 1949.

The CHAIRMAN: 1949-50.

Mr. FuLToN: Whatever years you take you will find that in the six years
covered in Appendix 8 (No. 3—printed minutes of proceedings) the maximum
of percentage of total defence spending represented by Petawawa is -82 per
cent, so Mr. Fleming is perfectly accurate and I am accurate when I say that
the only field covered in detail by Mr. Currie represents a maximum of
one-tenth of one per cent of the whole field of defence spending.

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Fulton may I just suggest to you again that you see
the wording of the question. This question deals entirely with Camp
Petawawa.

Mr. FurTon: I am just going to go on to that point.

The CHAIRMAN: There were eight other camps in which expenditures were
made.

Mr. FurLtoN: What has been said by some Liberal members is that

Mr. Currie dealt with the whole army works services. It is a fact throughout
Mr. Currie’s report that his detailed inquiries dealt only with Camp Petawawa.
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Mr. HUNTER: How do you know because you did not ask him.

Mr. Furton: He did make an investigation of some o_f the other camps
under jurisdiction of the army works services. It is obvxou's th.at thg only
field of the army works services expenditures in which he inquired in any
detail was that field confined to Camp Petawawa. If you take thesg figures in
Appendix 8 (No. 3—printed minutes qf proceedmgs)‘, ﬁrs.t columr_x, the per-
centage given and the percentage of National Defence given in the third co_lumr},
and do a calculation to find out what percentage of the defence spending is
represented by the whole of the army works services, you will find it is not
more than an average of 5 per cent for those six years. I say again Mr. Currie’s
detailed inquiry covered only Petawawa, a maximum of one-tenth of one per
cent of the whole defence spending.

Firstly, let us have a general inquiry by this man who has shown by his
technical qualifications and integrity that possibly he is the best person to
make certain inquiries—let us have him make an inquiry into the other
99 per cent of the defence spending, because as I said at the outset incidents
which have been brought to our attention indicated that there is evidence
of a similar administrative breakdown in the broad field of defence spending
and I do not understand why any member of this committee or of the House
would reject the suggestion that Mr. Currie make an inquiry into the other
99 per cent of the field.

Mr. Cavers: It is surprising to me that the request that Mr. Currie should
continue his investigation should come from the source it has. Mr. Currie was
in this room two days and during that time there were present Mr. Fleming,
a man with exceptional cross-examining talents, Mr. Macdonnell a man with
a vast background in finance before coming to this House, Mr. Pearkes the
leading military authority in Canada, Messrs. Fulton, Harkness and Adamson
distinguished military men and parliamentarians, and during those two days
not a sound was heard from that quarter. Now at that time they did not ask
Mr. Currie whether he would be available to continue with an investigation
of this kind. Mr. Currie is a busy man and I would be surprised if he would
touch a further investigation with a 15 foot poll. And Mr. Currie was not
asked whether he had any further information to give. No question was
directed to him on that score. In fact there was nothing said and now we
are to request him to go ahead with this inquiry. Why did we not request
him when he was here, and why was there so much absence from that section
on this part of the committee.

Mr. FuLToN: There was not an absence. On a point of privilege I think

the word “absence” should be checked because we were present throughout
the whole inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN: Replace it with the word “silence”.

Mr. Cavers: I will use the word “silence” instead of “absence”. It does
seem strange that this would come about at this time. Mr. Currie in his
questioning here seemed to be of the opinion that many matters had been
corrected and that if certain suggestions and recommendations that were
made by him were carried out that all would be well in the department, and
I can see no reason why we should entertain the amendment.

Mr. HUNTER: Mr. Fulton in quoting me said I said he had made a broad
examination other than at Camp Petawawa and he expressly said—the actual
details are given here—I read from the evidence of Mr. Currie when he said
second paragraph, page 32:

As will be seen from the report comprehensive general examinations
were made at Petawawa, Toronto, London, Borden, Barriefield, Van-
70499—23 i
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couver, Regina, Quebec and Halifax which in my opinion represented a
fair cross section of the army works services.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN: You will each have to take your turn as I see you. You
will all have an opportunity to speak.

Mr. BENIDICKSON: I think we are wasting a lot of time here on argument and
I think that the guestion we should ask ourselves is whether or not we on this
point discharged the direction given to us by the House which is referred to
in the direction to give priority in their examination to the expenditures and
commitments of the Canadian army works services as dealt with in the report
of Mr. Currie.

The question I want to ask Mr. Chairman is, not whether or not this report
go up, but does Mr. Fleming feel we have no further requirement of examination
in so far as this direction from the House is concerned and need have no more
witnesses on the Currie report.

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Benidickson, it is customary not to ask other members
questions while the committee is sitting.

Mr. BENIDICKSON: But it is his amendment. I think it may have merit.
Is he satisfied that it has merit for attention, is he satisfied that we should go
no further and have no further witnesses in connection with the Currie report?

The CHAIRMAN: The amendment speaks for itself, it says, that the report
was supported in all respects by Mr. Currie in his testimony. That is quite
clear. It is the amendment we have to deal with.

On that amendment we have been speaking one hour and twenty minutes.
I realize this is important but let us cut these speeches down so we can get
on with some business.

Mr. BENIDICKSON: But the point is that Mr. Fleming in the agenda com-
mittee said he wanted to question additional witnesses in connection with the
report.

The CHAIRMAN: There is a witness here today who will deal with appendix
B of the Currie report.

Mr. BENIDICKSON: He wants to make a conclusion before he finishes with
all the people he wants to examine in connection with the Currie report.

The CHAIRMAN: But surely that is in the knowledge of every member of
the committee. Mr. Macdonnell.

Mr. MACDONNELL: Mr. Chairman, I want to make an appeal to government
members here because they are not all always unreasonable. I want to bring
to their attention certain things that seem to me to be important particularly
with regard to the second part of Mr. Fleming’s resolution. I want to remind
members that when this matter was in the House and the amendment of
Mr. Knowles was voted against we asked the Prime Minister to give a reason
and the Prime Minister did give a reason and the reason was that he thought
this committee could exercise its own good judgment with regard to that matter.
I am suggesting Mr. Chairman we are not exercising any judgment as yet, and
I see no sign of this thing being looked at—perhaps I am slow in the uptake—
but I see no sign of any attempt to exercise judgment in this. I want to put
one or two reasons for the motion. We are entitled to-see more reasons than
the Prime Minister gave.

The CHAIRMAN: You are on a point that is of considerable importance.
Have you Hansard in front of you for January 15th, when the Prime Minister’s
statement was made. Will I read it to you?

Hon. MEMBERS: Yes.
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The CHAIRMAN:

But in view of all the facts which surround the Currie report at
this time, I feel that the committee should be left to its own good
judgment as to what it might or might not do in that connection, after
it will have had an opportunity of hearing the witnesses including
Mr. Currie himself.

Mr. Benidickson makes the point that we are still dealing with the Currie
report this morning and we have a witness here whom we have not heard.

Mr. MacpoNNELL: I point out to you what I said about the Prime Minister’s
reasons. It is good sense. We have had Mr. Currie here and the ground is to
be gone over again and I just want to make one or two other points. One of,
the points I am making is to suggest that we as a committee are without expert
assistance—and let us be quite frank about it; it must be expert assistance from
outside the department, as things are now—at least that seems to me a reason-
able suggestion. Then the question was asked why do we need to go outside.
. We have this report and it is true it deals with only a tiny fraction. That is
i true. I will not dispute the fraction because it is good enough, but the sug-
gestion is that we do not need anything further on the evidence there is.
I make two answers to that and I want to state this in a conservative manner.
I do not believe there is any man in this room who has not had 10, 20 or 30 cases
brought to his attention, some perhaps exaggerated, some perhaps utterly unfair
but we have got them. Let me refer to the one brought by Mr. Shaw which
some may think is trivial but that is the kind of thing the rest of us are hearing,
and Mr. Shaw, being a better member than I, went out and had a look at the
situation. I believe that anyone here who would feel quite free to comment
on it quite realistically would say that Mr. Shaw raised a list of questions as
" long as your arm as to whether there had been gross waste and inefficiency.
| But I want to come back to Mr. Currie because we have to deal with him.
|" I want to draw your attention to the suggestion that in some miraculous way
all the inefficiency and carelessness was concentrated into this one tiny little
fraction.

Mr. Chairman, does anyone believe that? Does anyone believe that? Let
me read from what Mr. Currie said. Page 714, the right hand column:

My view would be, however, that the generally lax administrative

situation would give rise to waste and inefficiency far more costly in
loss than that covered by actual defence.

The CHAIRMAN: Actual dishonesty.
Mr. MACDONNELL: Actual dishonesty:

The evidence examined does not disclose irregularities involving
relatively large sums of money, but, rather, an impressive array of petty
irregularities on an extensive scale.

And, as a matter of fact let us be quite candid. We hear people all up and
down the country who say: what are the conservatives making a fuss about?
—that there is only a $56,000 loss.

The CHAIRMAN: $36,000.

Mr. MACDONNELL: $36,000. The point I want to make now is that only

one man in a hundred in the street knows that the Currie report covered only a

- tiny fraction. I ran into a highly intelligent man yesterday. He was a lawyer—

do you want to correct me on that—and, to my amazement, I found he thought

Mr. Currie had investigated everything and this small loss was all—not on
a few million dollars but on four billion if we go back to Korea.

Mr. Dickey: What do you mean by a few million?
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Mr. MacpONNELL: Four billion. I said my friend I met yesterday thought
this loss of $56,000 or whatever it is was a loss discovered after investigating
the whole of the expenditure of the Department of National Defence instead
of the trivial amounts and we have not got that exact figure yet and I am
certainly not mentioning it.

Mr. LarsonN: Did you correct him?

Mr. MAcDONNELL: I did my best. But it throws an onus on us which we
have not yet discharged.

The CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, gentlemen. Mr. Macdonnell you interrupted
a couple of times and now they are doing the same to you. They should not.

Mr. MAcpONNELL: I would like all I say to be intelligible. Let me state
this again. There is the impression that the loss, whatever it is, of $50,000 or
$36,000 referred to in the Currie report, was a result of an investigation of the
whole expenditure of the department this year. If you go back two years you
have another two billion roughly and I see quoted that it was in respect of all
that instead of a loss on the expenditure of a few million and I do not know
how many millions covered by Mr. Currie. I want to refer to just one other
thing which I think is important here. I do not believe it has had the attention
it should. Mr. Currie makes the statement, and I have found it very interesting
indeed and in which he goes fairly far and in which-he speaks about—-he uses
this phrase.

Hon. MEMBERS: Page?

Mr. MacpoNNELL: Page 717. I know this is very familiar to members of
this committee but I am not going to assume they are not as interested in this
as I am.

“What is needed..... #

Page 717 left hand column.
“...is the creation of a system.”

Mr. Chairman the creation of a system, “designed to fit the economic and
efficient administration of a large and long sustained preparedness programme
inside a national economy operating at full blast.”

I think this is tremendously significant. In my opinion it indicates a
problem of enormous difficulty which we have tried to impress upon the public
for a long time and I say to your suggestion that we have further evidence put
down, that you can find a refutation of that right in what Mr. Currie has said.
I will read what he said at page 68 in answer to questions by you Mr. Chairman:

By the Chairman:

Q. Now, my question, Mr. Currie is this. In your observations you
said that there was a general breakdown in the system of administration.
supervision and accounting. My question to you is, is that to be applied
to the army or to the army works services only?—A. Mr. Chairman, as
stated, I was reporting on the army works services. I certainly was not
condemning the whole army. I was reporting on the army works
services and my remarks here are intended to apply to that organization.
They would also apply to other personnel in the Department of National
Defence to the extent that by virtue of their positions or appointments
they are charged with responsibility for the supervision of the per-
formance of the duties carried out by the army works services in
accordance with the army works services regulations.

There is just one thing I want to add, Mr. Chairman. I do feel we should
be realistic with each other as to what the committee can do and cannot do.
There was something suggested to you this morning which I think was more
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valuable as a debating point than as a real approach to these considerations.
Let us look at it. There is a bill to incorporate a bank coming up and that bill
is coming before the banking and commerce committee and deals with the
rather definite question limiting the scope and the banking and commerce
committee will have whatever evidence before it it wants and members of that
committee will be able to bring to bear whatever judgment they can exact in
deciding a clear-cut question.

Does anyone here believe that we here without experienced assistants—
and for my part we must face the fact it must be experienced assistants—does
anyone here believe that we can do a really workman-like job in that way
unless we are going to have someone who will make the necessary inquiries?
A statement was interjected as to what will Mr. Currie do, as he is not an
engineer. Of course he is not an engineer, and if Mr. Currie has to report he
is going to get an engineer to help him. He is a man of affaire who knows how
to deal with these things. I must say before I sit down, because it disturbs me
greatly, that the Minister of National Defence, the other night in making a
speech in the chamber, would lead one to believe that everything was lovely in
the garden, and I wondered as I was listening to him had there or had there
not been a Currie Report. I think the second part of this resolution is sensible,
and if we want to discharge our duty we should accept it.

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Decore. Not too long, gentlemen; let us get some
business done today.

Mr. DEcore: Mr. Chairman, Mr. Wright made a statement a while ago,
at least he conveyed the impression to me that he has a lot of information on
file by way of correspondence which would indicate that there is considerable
in the way of irregularities going on in certain sections of the Department of
National Defence.

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Decore, I do not think that is a matter that should
be raised here. We are dealing with a report from our sub-committee and an
amendment thereto, I think we should stay with it.

Mr. DEcoRrE: The second part of the amendment reads that further inquir-
ies be continued. My suggestion is that if Mr. Wright or anybody else has any
such information, that that information should be laid before this committee
right now so we would be able to deal with this matter probably more intel-
ligently, that is, the second part of this amendment. I suggest if Mr. Wright
feels he has a lot of information which deals with irregularities that I think
he is duty bound to give that information to this committee.

Mr. WriGHT: Even though it deals with security?

Mr. DEcORE: Any information that you have.

The CHAIRMAN: Now, gentlemen. Mr. Wright said that the matter deals
with security.

Mr. DEcoRre: Is that your answer?

The CHARMAN: If it is a matter of security, Mr. Wright, and in your
opinion it is not a matter that this committee should deal with, I think you
should place it before the proper minister.

Mr. WrIGHT: I never said that course will not be taken. '

The CHAIRMAN: The next speaker on my list is Mr. Applewhaiie.

Mr. AppPLEWAITE: I would like to follow the suggestion made by Mr.
Macdonnell and discuss, if I can, from a practical point of view the amendment
which has been submitted to us, but may I first say that I think we all rather
appreciated and enjoyed the breaking of the self-imposed and painful silence
which has held the Conservative members of this committee for some time
and which we found a little difficult to appreciate, a silence that they broke
for the purpose of making what I am afraid can only be described as sweeping
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and unfounded charges. Also, I am quite unable to understand why Mr.
Harkness, who moved a resolution that Mr. Currie appear and be questioned
on his report, decided that he did not want that procedure followed as soon
as the government decided that .hey did.

Mr. HARRNESS: Did you understand the reverse of that?

Mr. APPLEWHAITE: Yes. At the time you made your motion Mr. Currie’s
report had not been submitted and was not on the floor of the house.

The question that first comes up to my mind on this amendment is, if
you are going to have all your investigating done by a professional investigator,
why a committee? I thought it was the desire of all of us, including the official
opposition, that as much of the testimony as possible dealing with either the
merits or demerits of the defence expenditures in all its branches should be
brought before this committee. Mr. Pearkes, who is considered by all to be
spokesman of the opposition party on matters of defence, had this to say at
page 959 of Hansard of January 13, 1953:

I would first like to call attention to the fact that members on this
side of the house have for many years been pressing for committees to
be set up to discuss and investigate the handling of moneys which were
allocated to the Department of National Defence . . .

If this amendment did pass and this committee did, of its own initiative,
put the investigating into the hands of an investigator, surely we would not
be able to go any further because the matter then would be in the hands
of somebody appointed by us, and the only thing we could do would be to sit
here and wait for this report to come in.

The next thing that occurs to me is, what about the Department of Defence
Production. In speaking of this amendment, Mr. Wright—and I think justifiably
—referred to a great amount of construction that we have to investigate. Mr.
Macdonnell quoted with approval the investigations of Mr. Shaw in Penhold.
Do those matters come under the Department of National Defence? I think
not; I think they came under the Department of Defence Production.

Mr. HARKNESS: It is, nevertheless, the expenditure of defence money.

Mr. APPLEWHAITE: Then, if it is the intention, as Mr. Harkness suggests,
to read this amendment so that it also applies to the Department of Defence
Production, we are going to have a tremendous job on somebody’s hands, as I
will show you in a minute. But on what evidence can we support this partic-
ular amendment? There is not any. Mr. Fulton, I think it was said, there are
lots of reports in the newspapers. Is this committee going to take formal action
on rumors, on newspaper reports, on anonymous letters in somebody’s pockets
which we have not even seen? I would suggest this: If we can find a branch
or section of the department in which there have been irregularities, that we
do that, and I would support a resolution by anybody that a thorough and
independent investigation of that department be made, but that evidence has
got to be here before us, it has to be on the files of the committee before the
committee can takes any action based on it.

Nobody has dealt at all with the practical aspects of this thing. I wonder
if you could get such an investigation as that particular motion calls for, partic-
ularly if we are to accept Mr. Harkness’ suggestion that you include defence
production, for $3 million or $5 million. It would include the Department of
National Defence, the army, the navy, the air force, and their subsidiary
branches.. It would include, I presume, Defence Research, and it would in-
clude the Department of Defence Production, and that includes Defence Con-
struction Limited, and it would also mean certain activities of Central Mortgage
and Housing Corporation. Can that be done with a staff of 5007 I doubt it.
About how long would it take? According to Mr. Macdonnell, Mr. Currie’s
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report, which dealt with a tiny faction of that organization, took from April
to December. How long would it take if you were to investigate the whole
$4 billion, to which he refers, in a similar manner and along similar lines to
the Currie Report.

Mr. MAcpoNNELL: It would not have to be in such detail.

Mr. ApPLEWHAITE: If they just want a cursory report it is not going to be
of much value.

The next question is, why Mr. Currie? This Mr. Currie, who did an
excellent job on one service, was not worth a question when he got here. This
Mr. Currie, whom we do not know though we could easily find out whether
he would undertake it, we do not know whether he has a staff capable of
undertaking it. We do not know anything about it at all. We are going to
pass a resolution and send it to the House of Commons, not knowing (a)
whether he will undertake it, and (b) whether he can do the things we recom-
mend. I do not think that action should be taken. Mr. Fleming said in his
opening remarks that he felt sure Mr. Currie would not hesitate to accept such
an undertaking on behalf of the government. He could easily have found out,
but he did not.

There is another aspect of this thing which I think is of considerable im-
portance. If we were to pass this resolution, and send it back to the house
in this form, in my opinion it would be regarded by the whole house as a
deliberate effort by a small group, this committee, to flout the expressed will
of parliament. The question came up in the House when Mr. Knowles moved
a subamendment, which will be found on page 973 of Hansard, and which reads
as follows:

..and to give consideration to the desirability of recommending that
Mr. Currie be asked to conduct a further inquiry into any other ex-
penditures and commitments covered by the terms of this resolution.

That was debated at length, voted on and defeated, so I submit to you
with all seriousness that if we made this report Mr. Speaker would have to
rule out of order a motion to adopt this report because it is a matter which
has already been decided in this parliament at this session, and not decided
pro forma but decided after debate and after a formal vote.

Mr. FLeminG: Will my friend permit a question? Even considering the
remarks of the Prime Minister, who said definitely that this committee may
make such a recommendation?

Mr. APPLEWHAITE: With all due deference to what you say, no remark by
the Prime Minister or the Leader of the Opposition or the Minister of National
Defence can override the established rule and practice of the House.

Mr. FLEMING: Was that remark of the Prime Minister in my hon. friend’s
opinion without any foundation, then?

Mr. ApPLEWHAITE: I am not going to be jockeyed by this committee into
expressing an opinion on the remarks of anybody in the house. I am express-
ing my view of what the ruling of the House will be.

Mr. ApamsoNn: That statement in the House was made before Mr. Currle s
subsequent evidence.

Mr. APPLEWHAITE: I am not concerned with any statement made in the
house. I am concerned with the amendment which is before us, and whether
we can or cannot pass it, and what will happen in the House if we do pass it.

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Applewhaite, have you the Prime Minister’s state-
ment in front of you, because no one is quoting it properly.

Mr. APPLEWHAITE: You have read it into the record.

.The CHAIRMAN: You should indicate fully what the Prime Minister said.
I think any statement made by the Prime Minister on the floor of the House
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would be very seriously considered by this committee and a great deal of
weight would be given to it.

Mr. MacpoNNELL: That is what I think.

The CHAIRMAN: That is the opinion of the committee, and Mr. Applewhaite
is not detracting from the Prime Minister’s statement. This is what the Prime
Minister said, on page 1027 of Hansard:

. I feel that the committee should be left to its own good judgment
as to what it might or might not do in that connection after it will
have had an opportunity of hearing the witnesses, including Mr. Currie
himself.

One of the members of this committee—Mr. Benidickson—pointed out that
the committee has not yet concluded hearing witnesses on the Currie Report.

Mr. APPLEWHAITE: The amendment proposed by Mr. Knowles in the House
was in order. It was debated, voted on and parliament expressed its opinion
by voting against it.

In connection with one or two of the similar arguments in regard to this
matter, Mr. Fleming, in moving his amendment said that the Currie Report
remained intact. Mr. Fulton says in support that the Currie Report in toto
stands. If that is so, they include in the report, a very important part of the
report which after referring to past occurrences then comes up to date and says
on page 728, second column:

The over-all situation is, however, by no means discouraging
because of the fact that the cure for what has gone wrong in the past
can be and, in fact, is being applied.

I do not know why so many people who accept this Currie Report in toto
entirely overlook the first paragraph of his concluding chapter, after the author
has gone over the history.

This amendment says—I do not quote it entirely, but the wording is to
the effect that this committee has considered the expenditures and commit-
ments of the Canadian Army Works Services as dealt with in the report of
G. S. Currie. It is not a statement of fact. This committee has started its
consideration and if and when we get through with this, the next item on its
agenda is further consideration of the expenditure commitments. The agenda
says:

That evidence be heard, beginning Tuesday, February 10, from the
Assistant Deputy Minister (Finance), Department of National Defence,
relating to Appendix B of the Currie Report.

So it is not a statement of fact in the recital to the amendment. It is for those
reasons I am going to vote against the amendment.

May I just correct two slight statements—I think it is only fair to do so—
which Mr. Fulton was permitted to get on the record. Mr. Currie did state
before this committee that the recitals of.past irregularities in departments
other than the army works services were matters which did not come within
his purview. He carefully disassociated himself from those as a finding of
fact when he said on page 71 of our evidence:

They were being handled outside my purview .

They were, as everyone knows, a recital of various matters included in various

Royal Canadian Mounted Police and provost department reports before they
had been investigated.

Mr. FurtoN: Mr. Chairman, on a point of order, I do not think it should
be permitted that a member read one part of one sentence.

Mr. APPLEWHAITE: Very well, I will read the whole paragraph then.



DEFENCE EXPENDITURE 101

Mr. FurToN: And draw a conclusion which is not justified by it at all.
Mr. APPLEWHAITE: I only wanted to save the time of the committee.

Q. My question is this: Is it right to say that the irregularities in
Part 1 of the report, taken from the provost and the R.C.M.P. report
were, in the main, illustrative of the cause? X

The CHAIRMAN: What are you reading from, Mr. Applewhaite?
Mr. APPLEWHAITE: I am reading from page 71 of the evidence before this
committee. I have read the question and the answer is:

A. Yes, that is correct, Mr. Chairman. I also said at the last meet-
ing that I seriously considered eliminating all the particulars about
these irregularities. They were being handled outside my purview in
the courts, but I felt that because of my terms of reference that I had
to refer to them, and I did so; but I did not refer to them all. I gave
more the ones that the public knew of, that were illustrative of what
was going on.

The CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, may I suggest this—I am in your hands—but
it seems to me that since we have already had one and three quarters of an
hour discussion on this amendment, we might reach a, conclusion.

Mr. APPLEWHAITE: Mr. Chairman, I do not think it is right that the
impression should be left that while we are going to accept the Currie Report
in toto and intact we should put on the record the impression that it refers
only to Camp Petawawa when, as I read one paragraph from its opening page,
that is page 712, as follows:

My investigations have taken me not only to Petawawa, but also
to Toronto, London, Borden, Barriefield, Vancouver, Regina, Quebec
and Halifax. At all these points comprehensive general examinations
were made of works companies and detachments.

The CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, I have a long list of those who wish to speak.
Mr. Stick: I won’t be more than a second, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Herridge is first.

Mr. HERRIDGE: Mr. Chairman, briefly I just want to express my support
of the amendment and the remarks made by my colleague, Mr. Wright. I
was rather surprised to hear Mr. Applewhaite say that we should not take
any notice of press reports, rumours, anonymous letters, and gossip.

Mr. APPLEWHAITE; Mr. Chairman, I do not want to raise a point of order,
but I did not say that. I said that we should not found a formal action on
that, but that we should have evidence before doing so.

Mr. HERRIDGE: I beg your pardon. Perhaps I did not hear you correctly.
But surely Mr. Applewhaite must know that all that was discovered was done
so as a result of an anonymous letter which was received by the R.C.M.P.
and handed over the Department of National Defence. And as far as the
expense involved is concerned, I do not think that could be regarded as a sound
argument at all, when we come to consider an expenditure of over two
thousand million in one year. However, I agree with the previous speaker’s
main arguments that the Currie Report was only an investigation of a very
small portion of the army, and that it gave some grounds or indicated a
general state of affairs. I think that the reports in the press—

Mr. Stick: There is the press again!

Mr. HERRIDGE: —are reports of fact and of conviction and that sort of thing;
an‘d I think the questions which are on the order paper, as Mr. Wright has
sald_—questions which are asked largely by the opposition, indicate a large
public interest in this question. Surely the government members also are
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getting a mass of correspondence on the subject, and I am quite sure that all
members of the committee would agree that there is great public concern
evidenced by the correspondence being received by members of this House.
Therefore I think there are safe and sound grounds for supporting this amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen!

Mr. HERRIDGE: I am just about to conclude, Mr. Chairman. Firstly, all
of the investigations made by the committee last year and previously found
none of the things that have been discovered as a result of Mr. Currie’s investi-
gation, which would indicate—

The CHAIRMAN: We were not at that time conducting a police investigation.
The R.C.M.P. investigation was in progress at Camp Petawawa and we did
not go into Camp Petawawa. Our course was quite right and in the interest
of justice.

Mr. BENIDICKSON: What did Mr. Currie discover?
The CHAIRMAN: I shall not allow you to interrupt, Mr. Herridge.

Mr. HERRIDGE: I think from the evidence it is quite obvious that this com-
mittee is incapable of carrying out or continuing that type of investigation;
and secondly, all the evidence combined would give an indication or a sound
reason to think that all is not well in the Department of National Defence; and
thirdly, the large sum of money involved and general public concern give
us every reason to support this amendment. And in conclusion, I cannot under-
stand why the liberal members of this committee should oppose this amendment
for a complete investigation of the whole services.

In the meantime the committee can carry on. There are many questions
to be asked and other things to be gone into. But this is the only sound way
to get the facts, so far as the Department of National Defence is concerned.

The CHAIRMAN: I have enough requests from members to keep us busy
for the rest of the meeting. I think it would be regrettable if we cannot deal
with the amendment today so that we can get on with our business on Thursday.
I have Messrs. Larson, Dickey, Adamson, and Thomas, etc. Will anybody
withdraw his name and let us get the matter voted on?

Mr. Stick: I shall only take a moment, Mr. Chairman. In view of the
doubt that may rest in the minds of members as to whether Mr. Fleming’s
motion is in order, while I shall not question it, I would like to have the
rules of the House placed on the record. Therefore I quote from Beauchesne,
page 135, rule 332, as follows:

332. It is a rule in both Houses," which is essential to the due per-
formance of their duties that no question or bill shall be offered that is
substantially the same as one on which their judgment has already
been expressed in the current session.

I shall not comment on it, but I want it to go on the record.
And then on page 196 I quote citation No. 534 as follows:

534. Committees are regarded as portions of the House and are
governed for the most part in their proceedings by the same rules which
prevail in the House.

I would like that to go in the record in order to clarify the position as to
whether or not the resolution or submission made by Mr. Fleming is bona fide
or otherwise.

The CHAIRMAN: May I put the question now?

Mr. Dickey: I have a great deal which I would like to say but I do not
propose to say it at the moment. But I would like to say this: that if we have
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wasted time this morning discussing this question and if the question has
created some difficulty in the committee, then the responsibility for that is
the fact that the members who presented this amendment and who have been
supporting it in the committee—with the exception of the C.C.F. representative
—when they had Mr. Currie before this committee they failed to ask him a
single question and they failed to get from him the answers to the very
problems that they have been raising this morning. Therefore the only con-
clusion I can draw is that they were afraid to ask him those questions and
that they wanted to argue them without any possibility of having the matter
cleared up.

Mr. FLEMING: Mr. Chairman, I submit that this aspersion is completely
unfounded, and I must ask that it be withdrawn.

The CHAIRMAN: Let me deal with it.

Mr. FLEMING: Something was said in the House about somebody who was
afraid to do something.

The CHAIRMAN: Please let me deal with it. I shall protect you, Mr.
Fleming, do not worry.

Mr. FLEMING: I am not asking for protection. I am simply asking that the
rules of the House as binding upon this committee be binding upon Mr. Dickey
and upon others who are breaking them.

The CHAIRMAN: I think that Mr. Fleming is right. The word “afraid”
along with similar words were ruled as being unparliamentary in the House.

Mr. DickeY: Then I abide by the rules, Mr. Chairman, and I withdraw the
word “afraid”, and would ask to have substituted therefor the word “un-
willing.”

The CHAIRMAN: Now, if we are going to continue, I must give eveéry
member his turn. I have a lengthy list.

Mr. DickeY: I shortened my remarks on that basis alone, but if we are
going to continue, I would wish to participate.

The CHAIRMAN: Again, I have these names: Mr. Larson, Mr. Adamson,
and Mr. Thomas.

Mr. HARRKNESS: 'I have been trying to get the floor, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN: I am sorry. One minute. Gentlemen, I wonder if you
would be prepared to sit for a few minutes longer and have this matter dealt
with so that we can get on. What will happen on Thursday is that everyone
will catch his second wind and away we go again. I can see what is happening.
Let us try to resolve something today. I do not know if it will make a great
deal of difference whether we deal with it now or later, but we will save at
least one hour’s time, and I think that would be worthwhile. So please let us

sit a few more minutes and have this amendment dealt with, so that we can go
on with our business on Thursday.

Mr. BENIDICKSON: Does the committee want any more examination of wit-
nesses in connection with the Currie Report?

Mr. Furron: I would like to abide by your suggestion, Mr. Chairman, if
we were sure it would only take a few minutes; but I think it would probably

tak_e from one half to three quarters of an hour, and I have an engagement
which does not permit me to stay,



- The CHAIRMAN: When we come back here on Thursday, everyone will
» new arguments and reasons it may be necessary, in order. to get on,
~ that I must limit the speeches to a few minutes. I may have to do that. I
~ am sorry that we did not get more done this morning.

Mr. MACDONNELL: Ithinkthatourargmnentswﬂlprevailbythen.
The CHAIRMAN: The committee is now adjourned until Thursday.

Theeammitteeudienmed.
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

THURSDAY, February 12, 1953.
(6)

The Special Committee on Defence Expenditure met this day at 11.00
o’clock a.m. Mr. David A. Croll, Chairman, presided.

Members present: Messrs. Adamson, Applewhaite, Benidickson, Boisvert,
Croll, Decore, Dickey, Fleming, Fulton, George, Harkness, Henderson, Herridge,
Hunter, Jutras, Larson, Macdonnell (Greenwood), Mcllraith, Pearkes, Power,
Stick, Thomas and Wright.—(23)

In attendance: Messrs. C. M. Drury, E. B. Armstrong, W. R. anht and
Brigadier W. J. Lawson, Department of National Defence.

The Comrmttee resumed the adjourned discussion on the motion of Mr.
Dickey:

“That the second report of the sub-committee on agenda be adopted.”
(See page 77—No. 4—printed minutes of proceedings).

And on the amendment thereto of Mr. Fleming, seconded by Mr. Pearkes:

“That this Committee do forthwith submit to the House the following as
its Second Report:—

In accordance with its order of reference from the House, your
Committee has considered the expenditures and commitments of the
Canadian Army Works Services as dealt with in the Report of G. S.
Currie, Esq., Chartered Accountant, tabled in the House of Commons on
December 15, 1952, has devoted two meetings to hearing the testimony
of Mr. Currie with reference thereto, and finds that the said Report has
been fully supported in all respects by Mr. Currie in his testimony.

Your Committee recommends that Mr. Currie be authorized to
continue his enquiries and conduct an investigation, similar to that
already undertaken, into all aspects of organization, accounting and
administration of the Department of National Defence.”

After debate thereon, Mr. Thomas moved in amendment to the amendment
that the following words be inserted after the word “that” in paragraph 2, line
1, thereof:

following an investigation by the presént Defence Expenditures
Committee.

After further debate, the amendment to the amendment was resolved in
the negative.

After further discussion, Mr. Fleming having requested a recorded vote,

the question was put on the amendment and resolved in the negative on the
following division:

Yeas: Messrs. Fleming, Fulton, Harkness, Herridge, Macdonnell (Green-
wood), Pearkes and Wright.—(7)
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Nays: Messrs. Applewhaite, Boisvert, Decore, Dickey, George, Henderson,
Hunter, Jutras, Larson, Mcllraith, Power, Stick and Thomas.—(13)

A further debate arising, Mr. Wright moved that the amendment be
tabled until further evidence is heard on Apperdix B of the Currie Report.

The Chairman ruled the amendment out of order on the ground that the
question had just been disposed of.

And the debate continuing on the main motion of Mr. Dickey, Mr. Fleming
moved, seconded by Mr. Pearkes:

That the second report of the sub-committee on agenda be amended
by adding thereto the following: —

That the Committee request the production of all reports of
the Chief Auditor of the Department of National Defence upon
which Appendix B to the Report of Mr. Currie, dated November
26, 1952, is based,.i.e., containing reports of accounting irregulari-
ties found by the said Chief Auditor in the Canadian Army Works
Services, and that the Committee do proceed to examine the same.

And the discussion still continuing, at 1.07 o’clock, the Committee adjourned
until Tuesday, February 17, next, at 11.00 o’clock a.m.

ANTONIO PLOUFFE,
Clerk of the Committee.
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The CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen I see a quorum. I had a call from the
Minister of National Defence who informed me that he was ready to make
all facilities available for inspection by the committee of any of the defence
establishments across Canada subject to some special consideration of security.
He is prepared to make available transportation, accommodation or access
to the fullest possible information. That will be a matter for the committee
to decide. We are now resuming the adjourned discussion of the proposed
motion by Mr. Dickey.

Mr. DickeY: My motion related to the adoption of the second report of
the subcommittee on agenda.

The CHAIRMAN: Yes, a motion by Mr. Dickey that the second report by
the subcommittee on agenda be adopted and the proposed amendment by
Mr. Fleming seconded by Mr. Pearkes. I am first going to recognize those
who have not as yet had an opportunity to speak on the motion and on the
amendment. I have at the present time six names. Starting with Mr. Larson,
Mr. Adamson, Mr. Thomas, Mr. Harkness, Mr. Pearkes and Mr. Dickey and
after that any of those who have not as yet spoken will be given the first
opportunity. Then I hope the committee will consider a second round and
it is my earnest hope that they consider it unnecessary.

Mr. LARsSON: Most of the matters which I intended to discuss the other
day were very ably covered by Mr. Applewhaite, but there are one or two
things arising out of the evidence I would like to say. We must realize in
the first instance that the government ordered this Currie Report and in
ordering it they had only one thought in mind. They wanted independent
opinion from some competent person of  practical methods of improving
the system. so as to stop the irregularities as they occurred at Petawawa. The
government members of this committee felt it their responsibility to examine
Mr. Currie on the report and fo question anything over which they had any
doubts. Now, that was done. I have never seen any proposal which has
ever been put before the House of Commons or one of its committees where
members from the opposition did not have at least one point of difference
with the suggestions or one useful suggestion to put to the committee or
the body that was examining at that time. Now, had they been interested
in the situation, surely one of the eminent financial men or military men—

The CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, please. We did not go into room 277 because
it is very difficult to hear there. Now if you gentlemen continue to carry on
these private conversations we cannot hear here. :

Mr. WRIGHT: On a matter of privilege the speaker just stated that no
one on the opposition had seen fit to ask a question.

Mr. Larson: I will say the official opposition. I did not hear any questions
from any part of the opposition.

The CHAIRMAN: The record speaks for you Mr. Wright.

Mr. PEARKES: It is very hard to hear here. Could the people who are
speaking stand up. It would help us greatly. I know that it is unusual to
ask that in a committee but it would help.

107
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Mr. LarsoN: As I was saying, Mr. Chairman, had there been any real
interest in improving the situation one of the eminent military or financial
men who sit on this committee would have some interest in questioning the
expert that we had hired as to means of improving the situation in the Depart-
ment of Defence. What happened leads me to believe that Part I of the
report was the only part of the report in which members of this committee
other than the government members had any interest. Now, I do not like
to say this, but it almost appears to me that we are afraid that—

Mr. WRIGHT: On a matter of privilege, I am a member of this committee
who insisted that the second part of this report be dealt with and I do not
think the speaker’s statement that other than the government members were
not interested is a correct statement and I think it should be corrected.

Mr. LarsonN: Well, all right.

The CHAIRMAN: It was the unanimous recommendation from the agenda
committee that we would first deal with Parts II, IIT and IV.

Mr. LArRsON: And then you opened up Part I yourself.

The CHAIRMAN: I said no one would be precluded from going into any
portion of the report at any time.

Mr. LarsoN: I am afraid certain members of this committee felt that
had they gone into the first part. Mr. Currie might say some things which
would detract from the apparent political plum which is contained in the
first part of the report.

Now, as to the resolution before us I do not see how we can accept in
toto the report at this time. Now, there may be other reasons but I put
one reason before this committee and that is that on page 718 of the report
we have four alternatives. I don’t see how it would be possible to accept
those four alternatives in toto at the present time. Those alternatives even
in the eyes of Mr. Currie had been tried or at least assessed as to their practical
working and the government members on this committee interested in those
alternatives and interested in improving the situation in the Department of
Defence spent a good deal of time questioning Mr. Currie on these various
alternatives and their application.

Now, as far as Part I of the report is concerned Mr. Currie enumerated
several irregularities at Petawawa, and this is the important point: he made
his report up as he stated himself from police and provost reports which were
available to him. Now, that is all quite straightforward. He made up the first
part of his report on the police reports that were available to him and prose-
cutions were either under way or completed at the time. Now, he also stated
when he was before us that he was not influenced in any way by any govern-
ment department or by the minister and as far as his report was concerned he
said there was only one Currie Report, the report that he signed. This is all
very straightforward. I don’t see any reason why it requires any approval or
otherwise of this committee. Now, as to the part of the resolution asking for
the retention of Mr. Currie, Mr. Macdonnell said at page 95, I believe it is, of
the evidence: “that we as a committee are without expert assistance and let us
be quite frank about it; it must be expert assistance from outside the depart-
ment.” Now,—

Mr. MacpoNNELL: That was for the further inquiry.

Mr. LArsoN: That is what I am dealing with. That brings up two points.
The first is that we are considered in Canada to have a very able and a very
non-partisan civil service. Now, would it not be possible to use the civil service
to carry out these investigations or are we going to doubt their ability or doubt
their honesty possibly? I do not see why we should do that. Now, on top of
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that the House of Commons has available to it the Auditor General who has

. facilities at his command to make any investigations which the House of Com~
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: | mons members require should be made.

Now, Mr. Wright at page 84, I believe it was, in Tuesday’s evidence said:
“Members of this committee are not competent.”

The CHAIRMAN: Give us the location on the page?

Mr. LarsoN: The bottom of the page. “Members of this committee are not
competent” and goes on to say “I am not competent to say whether a construc-
tion job has the proper amount of cement, etc.” Well now, in advocating the
retention of Mr. Currie—I have just had a chance to go over this evidence very
briefly—in advocating the retention of Mr. Currie to carry on further investiga-
tions, I believe I heard from other quarters somewhat the same opinion. In
view of the pressure which was put on the government to set up this committee

. from quarters other than the government members it sems a very strange thing

that we of this committee find ourselves completely lacking in competence to
do this job. The government members on this committee do not claim to be
expert engineers but since our constituents felt we had enough judgment to send
us down here, I feel’we should exercise that judgment and I believe that the
government members on the committee share that view, that we should accept
that responsibility, exercise that judgment, and carry on with the job which
has been put before us. We are prepared to question witnesses and question
more witnesses. There are plenty of expert witnesses regarding construction,
manufacturing, and all sorts of other phases of defence and defence production.
We are prepared to question witnesses until we have sifted to the bottom any-
thing that has to be sifted and I for one feel fully competent, without retaining
some outside person to go any further. We must remember that that outside
person did the job he was asked to do, that was to examine into the system and
find out if there was any improvement which could be made, which he did and
the job has been done. Now, it is up to the members of parliament and the
civil servants who are employed by the government to carry out that job which
has been suggested. I feel government members were satisfied with the report
and with the examination we carried on and that we have a very clear view of
what has to be done. We have the mechanics for doing it and to go into it fully
and we are competent to do that without any further outside help.

- Now, there is one other matter that I would like to discuss and that is that
government members have often been accused of being influenced by ministers
and bureaucrats and people like that but we claim we are not. Nevertheless,
that charge has been made. But, if I were an opposition member if there was
any suggestions that I as a member of parliament was not capable of carrying
out the duties that my people sent me down here to do I would be crying to high
heaven if there was any suggestion that authority should be abrogated to some-
body outside, and a kind of police should be set up to take away from their
authority and act as a kind of watch dog for the government. That type of
government has been in existence in Europe for some time and I do not think
we would be very happy in living under a government like that. As members
of parliament we should exercise our rights and carry on with what we are
supposed to do.

The only suggestion I have as a result of this, is that we stop interesting
ourselves in raking up much and playing politics and we should get on with
the job that has been assigned to us.

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Adamson.

Mr. ApamsoN: Mr. Chairman, I would merely like to refer to the heading
of appendix A of the Currie report which refers to the irregularities uncovered
at Petawawa. Now I think from the evidence we have today in the press that
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there are certainly very grave defections in this branch and at a great number
of other places across Canada which certainly shows that Mr. Currie should be
retained to go into the rest of the works services as well as the other branches.

Mr. McILrRAITH: Mr. Chairman, on a point of order. I do not think the
news stories in the Gazette are evidence before this committee. Surely we
would not—anyone can write stories and have them referred to as evidence
before the committee.

Mr. DickeEy: Particularly when that news story is based on evidence
before the committee which is available to any member of the committee.
Why does he not refer to evidence before the committee.

Mr. ApamMsoN: Mr. Chairman, that story and other stories like it have
appeared in the press.

Hon. MEMBERS: What story?
Mr. ApamsoN: Stories yesterday in the Globe. ..
The CHAIRMAN: Now, gentlemen.

Mr. ADAMSON: ...and this committee last time it met was asked—certain
government members asked that any other evidence of defection should be
brought before the committee. - While I think a great deal of evidence has
been brought certainly before the people of Canada, there are certainly other
places where an inquiry would certainly be most-desirable. That is why I am
certainly supporting that branch of the amendment. Now with regard to
the Petawawa situation, here we have over $7 million in new construction
and $3 million of maintenance, out of a total of $233 million spent by the works
services branch elsewhere. I feel that this is a very definite challenge to this
committee, and that we must, if we are doing anything, investigate the other
expenses of this works services branch. If there are defections in one small
part of the works services branch how can we possibly rest assured, without
a careful investigation, that there are not defections elsewhere irrespective of
the one or two remarks that were thrown into the report by Mr. Currie.

Now, I certainly feel that that should be done. I also feel that this
committee will only get a report containing anything critical at all of the
administration if an independent auditor brings down a report. We know
exactly what will happen, when the committee reports to the House. There
will be, as there was last year, a negative report without any constructive—
without any criticism whatsoever of what has happened in the army works
services, or any other branch of the services. That is why I believe Mr. Currie
should be asked to continue definitely with the army works services and
with the other branches of the services.

Coming now to another part, a part entirely away from the Currie report,
I feel that this committee this session should certainly not hesitate to go
into the questions that were denied us last year. I mention one thing, the
three-quarter of a billion dollars for aircraft.

Mr. DickeY: Surely that is not in order.
Mr. CHAIRMAN: Quite right, we are dealing with the Currie report.

Mr. Apamson: All right, we are dealing with the Currie report. I think
very definitely Mr. Currie should be requested to continue his investigation
and for the reasons I have given.

Mr. THomAS: Mr., Chairman, I am not going to dig into the argument
regarding the Currie report itself. I want to speak briefly on the amendment.
I feel that we have to deal with this amendment in two separate parts. As
for the first part I would be inclined to support it, although I feel it is premature.




DEFENCE EXPENDITURE : 111

I have certain questions I want to ask on appendix B and I do not feel that
this amendment should have been brought in until after the entire report had
been dealt with. However, as far as the first part is concerned, that is
accepting the report, I feel that I can accept that.

Now, as for the second part, I agree that we certainly should have some
sort of investigation into all of this. But I do not feel that that investigation
should interfere in any way with any investigations that this committee should
carry out.

Now, as for the members of this committee not having the ability to carry
out the investigations into these defence plants or constructions, particularly
those that I am referring to at the present time, I am not willing to accept that
the members of this committee cannot tell whether the paint has peeled off a
building, or whether windows are in the right place, or whether the floors
have settled, or whether there is the correct type of materials put in the floor,
or whether the doors are warped. I think anyone who is a home owner or has
at least lived under a roof can tell these things and as far as I am concerned I
want to see these things myself.

Now, the second argument against that part is that it is quite evident that
government members are not going to accept this amendment and will certainly
have something to say when it comes to asking someone to investigate into
something when there has not been any evidence put forward that there is
something wrong.

I feel there is something wrong, and an investigation should be carried out,
jbut in my opinion the committee themselves should carry out a preliminary
investigation to determine whether or not this further investigation should be
carried on. 3

¥ In view of that I would like to move an amendment to the amendment by
inserting after the word “that” in the first line of paragraph 2 the following:
“following an investigation by the present defence expenditures committee.”

Now, Mr. Chairman as this is a special committee. ..
The CHAIRMAN:; Just one minute. Let me see it please.

Mr. THOMAS: ...that does not preclude further investigation by Mr. Currie
or anyone else but it does give the committee the opportunity of making a
preliminary investigation to determine just how bad things are. I am not
going to say anything further at this time.

The CHARMAN: Just for clarification look at the amendment on page 77
of the printed evidence.

Mr.. THOMAS: }{es, “following an investigation by the present defence
expenditures committee Mr. Currie be authorized to continue his inquiries and
conduct an investigation” and so on.

The CHAIRMAN: Does everybody understand the sub-amendment?

Mr. THoMmaAs: I feel this is the proper way to go about it because I am not

satisfied that I am not capable to tell whether or not a building is properly
constructed.

The CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, you now have before you an amendment to the
amendment. Look at page 77 please—the sub-amendment has added to it in
the second paragraph and will read as follows: “your committee recommends
that follqwing an investigation by the present defence expenditures committee
N.Ir.'Curne be authorized to continue his inquiries and conduct an investigation
similar to Fhat already undertaken into all aspects of organization, accounting,
and administration of the Department of National Defence.” Is that what you
mean Mr. Thomas?
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Mr. THoMAS: Yes. I might say the reason for that is that I believe that this
being a special committee it will be dissolved after this session and an investiga-
tion will not be held up. ¥

The CHAIRMAN: We have that clear. We now have the amendment and
the sub-amendment. Mr. Harkness.

Mr. HARKNESS: Mr. Chairman, I feel that the remarks made by the liberal
members so far have been out of order in that they have not referred really to
the amendment made by Mr. Fleming. Rather than that they have been in the
nature of a very clear political attack upon conservative members of this com-
mittee. I feel, however, that there are a few remarks which were made which
I should say something about although I recognize that the whole thing is out
of order.

The CHAIRMAN: If you are out of order, Mr. Harkness, and if you call to
the Chairman’s attention the fact that you are out of order, what is the poor
chairman to do.

Mr. HARKNESS: The chairman is in the same situation as the speaker in
the House when he allows a member to speak and he knows that member is out
of order and then he allows another member to speak on the same subject.

The CHAIRMAN: As a matter of fact I have attempted to keep this com-
mittee in order. I had hoped I did not permit anything which would not be
in order.

Mr. HARKNESS: There were two or three remarks made by Mr. Jutras which
I should like to comment on. At page 87 of the printed evidence he quotes
something I said in the House and goes on, referring to changes in the report—
he goes on to say—*“so if that is not a reflection on the report I do not know
what reflection is”.

Anything that I have said in the House or anyone else said, and he quoted
several other speakers, was not a reflection on the report or any reflection on
Mr. Currie, and I want to make that absolutely clear. Any reflections I raised
were refléctions on the government, not reflections on the report.

On the next page, page 88, Mr. Jutras has to say—down about the middle
of the page—“it is quite obvious, Mr. Chairman—and I say this again—that
they are just trying to run away from the loose charges which they have
made throughout this discussion; and it is quite obvious that they made a lot
of charges and are now going to try to close the committee, and close any
investigation, so that all those loose charges will remain unanswered upon
Hansard.” ’

Mr. Chairman, to begin with, no loose charges of any kind were made.
I deny absolutely any loose charges were made and certainly neither I or
anyone else is trying to run away from anything said. We stand absolutely
behind anything said. I say any remarks along that line have no validity or
any bearing whatever particularly upon the amendment under discussion.
Nearly all of the liberal members of the committee who have spoken have
made a great deal of the fact that conservative members of the committee
asked no questions of Mr. Currie when he was before the committee. It was
the only logical course we could follow. We have said several times why we
did that and I do not think there is any secret about it.

We made a point in the House of the fact that the report stood on its own
merits and it would only be a waste of time for people in this committee to
rehash it and go over it and over it. We made motions in the House along
those lines. In other words our position was mrade abundantly clear, that
there was nothing to be gained by bringing the report into committee and
rehashing it here and that being the case the only logical thing for us to do
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was not to waste time in committee by asking Mr. Currie questions in connec-
tion with the report, which of course we followed and that was the proper
course.

I can quite understand the concern of the liberal members of this
committee over the fact that we did not ask any questions because by making
this great fuss about having matters on the report taken up just in committee,
actually when they got Mr. Currie in the committee they made little of the
thing and as far as any questioning of him, and bringing out any new facts
was concerned, they brought out no new facts whatever. In other words, the
proceedings in the committee showed that our position in the House was
absolutely justified -and that there was no good purpose to be served by
bringing Mr. Currie before this committee, and that we were just wasting
the time of the committee. :

Mr. HunTER: That could possibly be a political statement, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. HargNESS: I could not hear the remark of the last speaker, Mr.
Chairman.

Mr. HuNTER: I said that that possibly could be a political statement.

Mr. HARRNESS: Well, as to that, you may form your own opinions. But
addressing myself more particularly to the latter part of the motion of Mr.
Fleming that Mr. Currie be authorized to continue his inquiry and conduct
investigations similar to those already undertaken in respect to all aspects
of the organization, accounting, and administration of the Department of
National Defence, I think the point which has been lost sight of as far as
the discussion has gone on here, is that as far as the work of this committee
is concerned, the most important factor we have to consider is the time element.

This committee simply has not got the time to go into all these phases
of organization, accounting, administration, and so on, of the Department of
National Defence, apart from any qualifications we may have for that work.
Mr. Larson made much of the fact that he was not ready to delegate any of
his duties, responsibilities, powers, or anything else to an outside person.
But I do not think it is a question of that at all. I think the main factor is
the time factor, and that this committee just has not got the time to do that
sort of thing; and similarly, we have not got the time as far as construction
is concerned, to go out and inspect buildings and try to find out if they were
properly constructed or not.

Last year we had 17 working meetings. That is all we had. I hope very
much that this year we will not make the mistake which we made last year
in this committee of spending half of our available time in going over very
minor matters such as the numerous thefts, fires, and so forth, upon which we
spent something over half the time of the committee last year, more or less
very small matters, and as a result we did not have the time to go into important
expenditures which this committee was primarily set up to investigate. So it
seems to me that the only practical thing for the committee to do—since
somebody spoke of practical considerations at the last meetings—the only
practical thing for this committee to do, in view of the fact that our time is so
limited, is to adopt the latter part of this recommendation at any rate, and
have Mr. Currie, or if Mr. Currie did not feel willing to act, then have someone
glse v&{ho has the same or similar standing and qualifications as Mr. Currie,
investigate these matters. Such an investigation can only be made as a result
of long, painstaking, and laborious inquiry on the part of someone who has a
staff which is trained for that purpose.

I think it is completely senseless to talk of this committee carrying on a
job of that sort. All this committee can do is to look at some of these larger
and more important expenditures and determine whether they were proper
expenditures and whether the materials were actually secured, and things of
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that sort. But certainly we cannot go into an investigation of the sort which
Mr. Currie carried on at Petawawa, or an investigation, such as men who were
building contractors or qualified engineers could carry on, as far as the construc-
tion program was concerned.

The CHAIRMAN: General Pearkes.

Mr. PEARKES: Mr. Chairman, I suppose by rights we are speaking to the
sub-amendment which has been moved by Mr. Thomas. In the first place he
moves a sub-amendment which in fact, I think, indicates that Mr. Currie should
be asked to carry out further investigations, following an investigation by the
present defence expenditure committee.

I feel, as Mr. Harkness has pointed out in the last few minutes, that there
are real difficulties which would face this committee in carrying out a detailed
investigation and in deciding just exactly where Mr. Currie should be employed
to explore irregularities, if any, which he might have found.

It is the time element. We meet here two mornings a week. Now, there
are other committees meeting two mornings a week and I know that there are
members on this committee who have been attending other committee meetings
on Mondays and Fridays; and so one’s whole morning, in fact, the whole
morning of every week day is taken up with discussions around these tables.
But we have other parliamentary duties to perform as well as sitting on this
committee, important as this committee may be. So it seems to me that the
only way in which we could carry out these further investigations which would
make the sub-amendment practical, would be for us to have the whole time
of the committee, sitting permanently, and sitting when the sessions of this
parliament were not being carried on. That would mean that we would have
to work all summer in order to tour these different establishments all across
the country, and in order to be able to indicate to Mr. Currie exactly where
he should carry out or start his investigation. So I feel that this sub-amend-
ment really is not a practical one.

I did second the original amendment and I did so because I believed that
there had been produced evidence which was adequate to warrant further
investigation by a special group of qualified personnel who would be devoting
their whole time to inquiring into the general administration and so forth of
the department. Now, I base that observation, that there is sufficient evidence
already produced, not upon newspaper reports, but on the root causes which
were given in Mr. Currie’s report and the reasons for the breakdown in the
army works services, particularly in the detachment of the army works services
at Camp Petawawa.

Those root causes were the sudden expansion of the army in order to meet
the crisis which developed when the Korean war broke out, and also the
expansion which was necessary in order to meet our obligations under the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization; and as a result of that sudden expansion
which had not been foreseen, there had been a shortage of personnel.

Examples and instances of it were found in the works services; but there
was a shortage of personnel and especially personnel with administrative
training, which had brought about the general breakdown in that one particular
branch.

The sudden rearmament, and the limited time that there was for re-organ-
ization to meet the expansion were the root causes of the trouble. And then,
he also went on to explain that another basic cause was the wartime psychology
which existed, and he referred to it as existing not only in the army works
services but also existing among those who were responsible for supervising
and controlling the army works services; and he pointed out that in many
of the units, the headquarters and so forth, there were those people who had
received all their training in wartime, and who were wholly imbued with
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the psychology of war, the feeling that they must get on with the job, that
speed was of paramount importance, and that costs were of secondary impor-
tance. That there was the feeling that, after all is said and done, the
operational side of the work was the important side, and that administration
was subordinate to operations.

Now, those are elements which exist not only in the works services,
but throughout the services from the very top right down to the units, both
administrative and fighting units. So you have the same root causes in
every branch of the department, and they were brought to light or high-
lighted in Mr. Currie’s investigation at Camp Petawawa. Therefore I feel
that the cause, or the root causes of the breakdown still exist and are existing
not in the works services only, but also that these conditions apply to every
branch of the service, and that there is full justification for expanding the

investigation. That was the reason I seconded the amendment moved by
Mr. Fleming.

Now, there are one or two further points I want to clear up. I am most
anxious not to attribute bad motives to anybody. I do not regret the trend
of the debate the other day in the committee, and I want to avoid anything
of that nature.

Mr. Larson, when speaking today was wondering why we did not ask
questions of Mr. Currie. I thought that the point had been made clear.
We did not do so because we wanted to get on with the job. Mr. Larson
asked particularly why we did not ask any questions about the wvarious
alternatives which had been mentioned, on pages 718 and 719 of the Currie

Report. But we thought that Mr. Currie had made himself crystal clear. He
states there:

It would, therefore, appear advisable to adopt alternative No. 1
at the moment and gradually develop the organization along lines
suggested under alternative No. 2. The introduction of civilan admin-
istrative and technical stores officers, chief foremen of works and
estimators would constitute a major step in this direction.

We agreed with that; and it seems to me a perfectly logical way to
approach the four alternatives which Mr. Currie suggested. Mr. Currie did
not for a moment indicate that he wanted suddenly to apply alternative No. 4.
I thought he had been very clear in the statements which he made and
I did not really feel that there was any occasion to ask questions on that
point. The various recommendations given by Mr. Currie, some 40 of them
in number, were quoted in detail. There were one or two questions asked
about them and Mr. Currie explained them. Surely it is not the intention
of this committee to go into each one of these recommendations—that is the
duty of officers of the Department of National Defence and for them to come
and tell us if any of these recommendations have been approved. Mr. Currie
himself said a great many of these recommendations had already been approved,
and I presume that sooner or later we shall get a statement, although state-
ments have already been made both in committee and in the house, indicating
the extent to which the department has already adopted many of these
recommendations. The report itself says that interim reports have been
submitted and there were developments. So, in view of all that I could not
see the necessity of asking a lot of questions about that report, and my hope
now is, having considered this report, we will feel that we are in a position
to say that there is sufficient evidence for us to ask that Mr. Currie carry
on his investigations in other branches of the department, because I feel that
what I describe as the root causes for the, breakdown at the present are
causes which are applicable throughout the services as a whole or throughout
the Department of National Defence as a whole. Those elements exist in
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every branch, and because of that and because of the experience Mr. Currie
has had, it seems to me that he, or somebody of his type, is the logical person
to continue these investigations, and I do not feel that this committee sitting
here twice a week with all the discussion that must take place over all kinds
of detail are in a position to come to the kind of examination which I think
the people of this country are today demanding.

Mr. ‘Dickey: Mr. Chairman, would you permit a question? General
Pearkes used the phrase “interim reports”. I presume by that you are referring
to the interim suggestions mentioned by Mr. Currie in his report.

Mr. PEARKES: Yes, the word is “suggestions”.

Mr. Dickey: The interim suggestions—that is the wording in Mr. Currie’s
report.

Mr. PEARKES: Yes. I am not certain that there have been suggestions or
interim verbal reports which were made and debated, particularly as far as
Halifax was concerned. I do not know whether they were verbal or not, but
there were obviously some sort of reports made.

Mr. Dickey: I think the record should show that the wording in the
Currie Report is “interim suggestions”.

The CceAlIRMAN: The exact wording will be found on page 712 of Hansard.
Mr. Currie’s report:

It should be noted that interim suggestions made by me during my
investigations have been already seized on, and important reforms are
already being carried out.

Mr. DickEy: Mr. Chairman, the other day—

The CHAIRMAN: I just want to be very clear. I have just looked at the
record. Mr. Dickey has already spoken. He reserved his right at the time to
continue his contribution to the debate if the debate was not then concluded.
He made it quite clear.

Mr. Dickey: I will be glad to let anybody else who has not spoken go
ahead.

The CHAIRMAN: There are some, but they will have their opportunity
after you finish.

Mr. Dickey: Mr. Chairman, first of all I should like to say that I thought
there was a great deal of good sense in the contribution made to this debate
by Mr. Thomas, and I have noted with interest the subamendment that he
has suggested. I think this subamendment, Mr. Chairman, indicates the
fundamental unreality of this debate. It has always been a policy of parlia-
mentary committees, certainly in my experience, to hear first the evidence
and then to sit down and consider recommendations.

Now, the amendment of Mr. Fleming is an invitation to this committee
to draw and make recommendations before we have heard evidence, or all
the evidence, and, with respect, I would suggest that Mr. Thomas’s subamend-
ment is asking us to make a decision on our recommendations before we
have completed the hearing of the evidence; and for that reason, and I think
that is a sufficient reason, every member of this committee should vote against
both the subamendment and the amendment.

Now, with respect to the arguments that have been put forward by
General Pearkes, to which I have listened with interest, I think that it is
fair to say that the complete and full answer to everything he has said is to
say that he or any other member who wanted seriously to make a suggestion
of the kind that is in the subamendment should have asked Mr. Currie his
opinion as to whether or not the kind of investigation they are now suggesting
would be justified or necessary. He is an expert to whom they have referred
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many times. He, 1 am sure, would have views on that, and anybody who had
any intention of seriously making all these suggestions to the committee
would have felt, I think, constrained to ask at least that one question of
Mr. Currie. Now they say they were perfectly satisfied with the report and
that is the reason that they did not want to ask any questions. Well,
Mr. Chairman, the amendment is, as you have pointed out, in two parts. First
of all it says that we fully support in all respects the report made by
Mr. Currie, and secondly, goes on to the recommendation of a continuation of
the investigation. Now, first of all, I think that in asking this committee to
make any judgment as to whether or not the Currie Report has been fully
supported, we would have to consider not only the Currie Report but what people
have said about the Currie Report. The attitude of the goverrment towards
the Currie Report is, I think, clear. For example, on December 15 the Prime
Minister said at page 642 of Hansard, column two, the following—and he is
here referring to himself and the Minister of National Defence. He said:

We both felt that it was a matter of such importance that it should
be communicated to the house at the earliest possible moment.
And then when Mr. Claxton had returned from Europe and the house met,
the first day upon which he could deal with this important matter was on
January 13, and at Hansard of that day, page 936, in the first column—MTr.

Claxton is referring to some of the items in the Currie Report, and he says as
follows:

These, and other cases mentioned by Mr. Currie, are the kind of
thing that could be gone into further by the committee, if that is its
desire. In the department, and in the army, we want to see that every-
thing is done that can be done to discipline those who have been at fault,
and so far as is humanly possible to prevent a recurrence.

Now, I think there are many other quotations that I could select, but I
think those indicate clearly the attitude of the government towards the Currie
Report. Now, what is the attitude of the opposition towards the Currie Report?
Well, I think that there again one could make a number of selections. The
Prime Minister pointed out in his first statement that he hoped that this would
not be used as a weapon of political warfare. The record speaks for itself as
to the almost unanimous action of the official opposition at least in seizing
anything in the Currie Report that could be regarded as an item of political
warfare. ‘

Perhaps their attitude was indicated in the report of the Ottawa editor of
Maclean’s, which I remember reading, where he said that he had talked about
the Currie Report to a leading Conservative member and he said candidly that

member said “It makes me believe in Santa Claus”. I do not think the
Canadian people—

Mr. FurLtoN: They thought of horses insteaid.

Mr. Dickey: I do not think the Canadian people would think that the
Currie Report would, by any stretch of the imagination, be accepted by anybody
with much of the kind of gladness with which children greet Santa Claus.
However, we have had some indication of what that attitude is. °

In Hansard of December 17, at page 875, Mr. MacInms, of the C.C.F. party,
is speaking, and he had this to say:

The first thing I would say in regard to the very fine statement made
by the Prime Minister is that he must be naive—and I think he is not—
if he believes that an opportunity of this kind could be let pass without
political use being made of it by the opposition.
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Now, the truth of that statement has been shown on every day in which
this matter has been before the House of Commons, and it certamly has been
shown on every day that the Currie Report has been considered in this com-
mittee by the attitude particularly of the official opposition. And this attitude
became so apparent that in Hansard of January 20, 1953, page 1173, Mr.
Claxton had this to say:

Yet, hon. members opposite have endeavoured to say that we were
not treating the report seriously. The hon. member for Wetaskiwin
(Mr. Thomas) said, as found at page 1028 of Hansard:

The minister intimated yesterday that the report was of very
little value.

The hon. member for Lake Centre (Mr. Diefenbaker) said, ‘The
government intends to do nothing’. There were other hon. member who
spoke to the same effect. I do not want to repeat, and I am sure nobody
wants me to repeat, what I said a week ago; but I did tell the house
precisely what the government and the department had done and were
doing in consequence of the report, which I referred to as a very
important document, and I referred to its constructive recommendations.

Mr. Chairman, I think in considering this amendment we have to keep in
mind, first of all, the clearly expressed attitude of the government to regard the
Currie Report as a serious document, and the quite evident attitude of the
official opposition to regard it as a weapon of political warfare.

Now, let us look quickly at the evidence of Mr. Currie to see just what Mr.
Currie’s evidence dealt with and what effect it has on the two attitudes—the
one, the attitude of the government, and the other, the attitude of the official
opposition. I think it is fair to say that the official opposition have taken the
general attitude that the Currie Report contains disclosures of irregularities
and unsatisfactory conditions at Petawawa and that this is a tremendous
scandal. Well, now, the clearest thing from Mr. Currie’s evidence is from the
circumstances of his appointment to which he referred, from the wording of his
report and from what he stated in this committee that he made no disclosures
at all. He says at page 32 of his evidence, and he deals with it in detail—I will
not read it, but he described the way he approached these irregularities at
Petawawa; and then again at page 71—these have both been referred to
previously in this debate—he also said on page 71, about the middle of the
page, in answer to your question, Mr. Chairman:

Yes, that is correct, Mr. Chairman. I also said at the last meeting
that I seriously considered eliminating all the particulars about these
irregularities . . . .

Does that look like the statement of an investigator who went in there
to find irregularities and to bring out things that were not already known?
And he says further on, in that same paragraph:

. I gave more the ones that the public knew of, that were
ﬂlustratlve of what was going on.

Now, the public knew of them, and a lively official opposition should
have known of them and should not have regarded these as earth-shaking
disclosures. They were serious irregularities and they had been described
by the Minister of National Defence last April. Nobody is questioning the
seriousness of the things that were disclosed prior to Mr. Currie’s activities at
Petawawa, but the position of the opposition was that the Currie Report was
a tremendous disclosure of the irregularities which Mr. Currie said in his
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evidence before this committee was not so. I should think if the official
opposition had not agreed with Mr. Currie when he said that, that they would
have asked him questions.

Now, take the matter of horses on the payroll which has been repeated
and repeated and which my honourable friend Mr. Fulton mentioned just
the other day. When Mr. Currie appeared before this committee he was, as
were all members of this committee, fully aware of the careful treatment
of this matter in the House and particularly by the Prime Minister where he
pointed out that the suggestion of horses on the payroll did appear in provost
and R.C.M.P. reports but further investigation of the proceedings in the court
and the documents which had been examined by the department, the paysheets
and all that sort of thing, disclosed very clearly what the actual situation was,
that certain employees had been paid $1.50 as teamsters and that there had
been a kickback to a captain and a sergeant of everything but 5 cents of the
additional money.

Mr. PEArRkES: I wonder if you would be so kind as to put on the record
the actual statement of the Prime Minister as he made it on January 12. I
think it would help to clear up this situation.

Mr. DickEY: Let us clear up this situation. The statement was made by
the Prime Minister—

Mr. FLEMING: What statement?
Mr. DickeEY: The statement of what occurred at Camp Petawawa.

The CHAIRMAN: We have had a very good morning, everyone has been
permitted to present his case as he wishes and as he prepared it. I think
Mr. Dickey should be allowed to continue.

Mr. DIcKEY: General Pearkes, if you would indicate to the reporter what
you want to go on Hansard I will quote it and put it on Hansard.

Mr. PEARKES: Do you want me to read?
Mr. Dickey: No.
Mr. PEARKES: Just the statement, of the Prime Minister regarding horses.

Mr. Dickey: I think the statement, Mr. Chairman, was this: “As this
answer will appear to differ from a two-line statement in the Currie Report
tabled on December 15 last, I think I should state the facts in this connection
so far as it has been possible to ascertain them. I make this qualification
because a part of the information is based on statements secured by the police
from Sergeant Young who is now in the penitentiary and it is not possible
to check all of them from official records.

“In February, 1951, it was decided that an area in what is known as
camp X at Petawawa should be cleared as quickly as possible. Teams and
teamsters were needed, but only to be available for hire, even though they
were to be put on the payroll at the highest rate authorized for tradesmen,
namely, that of bricklayers at $1.50 per hour. As more were needed, Staff
Sergeant Young hired horses on his own account from a civilian in Pembroke
at $1 per horse per day plus feed and care, arranged with eight labourers to
act as teamsters and had them placed on the payroll”’—that is the teamsters—
“at $1.50 an hour as if they themselves were supplying the horses. The men
kept their regular pay of 75 cents per hour plus 5 cents additional or 80 cents
per hour and turned over the difference to Young.”

Mr. Furron: If that is not horses on the pay roll, I do not know what is.
Mr. HUNTER: Then you do not know.

Mr. Dickey: The Prime Minister, as I say went on to indicate, and the
Minister of National Defence in dealing with the same matter in the House,
indicated that a misunderstanding about this situation had appeared in the
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police reports and in the provost reports based on the statement of Sergeant
Young who was later convicted and sent to the penitentiary for two years
arising out of the whole situation.

Mr. MacpONNELL: You would prefer the evidence of Sergeant Young?

Mr. Dickey: Just a minute. I do not prefer the statement of Sergeant
Young. Those who continued to claim that there were horses on the payroll
are accepting Sergeant Young, who is now in the penitentiary, as their witness
and are denying those facts as placed before parliament by the department.

Mr. HARKNESS: We are accepting the report and the Prime Minister’s
statement.

Mr. DickeY: Mr. Currie, I am sure, was fully aware of what the Minister
of National Defence said about the same situation in the House and he was
aware of the evidence which had been given in this committee by the Judge
Advocate General who dealt with this matter and who on page 13 of the
printed evidence said and I quote: “Some of the army provost reports, as often
happens in the early stages of an investigation, did contain statements that
subsequently proved to be incorrect. Examples of this are statements that
horses were placed on the army payroll in the name of labourers and that
certain pulp wood had been stolen from the Crown.”

Now, with the knowledge of these previous statements, Mr. Currie said
in his prepared statement to the committee regarding the irregularities at
Petawawa, “I would also say that all the cases in the police and provost reports
are not mentioned in my report or referred to. In the main, however, I took
all the material from the R.C.M.P. and provost reports.”

Now, Mr. Chairman, I took that to be an unequivocal statement and I think
it is an unequivocal statement by Mr. Currie that the facts contained in his

" report were as in the R.C.M.P. and provost reports and that he had no quarrel
with the additional information that had been given both to the House of
Commons and the committee prior to the time he made that statement, and it is
also indicative of his attitude that he on page 71 of the printed evidence
repeated that statement and underlined it.

Mr. Chairman, it is certainly my view that that single statement alone
completely undermined and did away with the whole Tory case as they put
it up on the Currie Report. They base themselves on the idea that this was
a tremendous disclosure of scandals. Mr. Currie said that he had not been
trying to disclose anything, that he had simply taken what was available from
the other investigations that had been made. And certainly, Mr. Chairman, the
statement of Mr. Currie indicates that he accepted and had no quarrel with
the very careful and full explanation which had been given of that one matter
by the Prime Minister and the others to whom I refer.

Now, what is left of the Currie Report? There is left Parts II, III and IV,
in other words the constructive portion of the report. What has the attitude
been on those; what is the Tory position on those? Well, I may well ask,
because nobody knows.

Mr. PEARKES: I thought I made that clear.
Mr. FurtonN: You do not know because you do not listen.

Mr. DickeYy: This matter was discussed in the House and it has been dis-
cussed here. The only reference that I could find in all the Tory speeches in
the House to Parts II, III and IV of this report—the only single reference—is
found in Hansard December 16, page 748, column 1, when Mr. Harkness says:
“This report contains a large number of important suggestions for inprovement.
There is one in particular to which I would just like to pay a small amount of *
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attention.” He certainly carried out, Mr. Chairman, that intention because
he had only a few words to say about it. He had the author of that recom-
mendation before him and he preferred to ask him nothing about it.

Mr. HARKNESS: Apparently Mr. Dickey did not read Hansard very carefully
because I spoke after Christmas and I referred to these recommendations again
and one which you did not mention about, setting up a pilot company, and I
talked about it for some five minutes.

Mr. Dickey: I apologize if I have in any way misrepresented the position
of Mr. Harkness or his colleagues, but I certainly give him full marks if he
spoke about it twice because he is the only one in his group who has spoken
about the constructive portions of this report and he is certainly to be com-
plimented in assuming that position.

The CHAIRMAN: The chairman recalls Mr. Harkness speaking about the
pilot company because I was following Mr. Harkness very carefully in those
days.

Mr. DIcKEY: I am not questioning that for a moment. Now, Mr. Chairman,
if I can just for a moment direct the attention of the committee to the second
part of Mr. Fleming’s amendment and deal if I may very briefly with what was
said by my friend Mr. Wright and also by Mr. Macdonnell and Mr. Fulton and
others; Mr. Wright at the last meeting made certain statements about infor-
mation that he had available. Now, Mr. Chairman, it is part of my respon-
sibility to deal with matters of that kind and I assure the committee that we
have not yet heard from Mr. Wright with respect to these matters and we are
anxious to hear from him.

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Dickey, you are now in my opinion well off the subject
of what is before us.

Mr. WriGHT: If Mr. Dickey has finished I wish to reply to his statement.

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Dickey is out of order.

Mr. FuLToN: He is not out of order, he is inaccurate.

The CHAIRMAN: I do not think this is the time for that statement.

Mr. WRIGHT: As a matter of privilege I think I have the right to reply ta
Mr. Dickey if he has finished.

The CHAIRMAN: I do not think you have any right to make a reply to a
statement which is out of order. It has been ruled out of order. There is
nothing to reply to. The statement should not have been made and it has
been ruled out of order by the chairman.

Mr. Dickey: Now, Mr. Chairman, let us not have any misunderstanding.
I submit to your ruling but I did think I was in order in referring to what had
been said earlier in this debate. If I am out of order I apologize and submit to
your ruling. But, with respect to the general suggestion made to this com-
mittee by Mr. Wright, by Mr. Macdonnell, by Mr. Fulton, their suggestion is in
effect that we substitute for this committee some sort of a super civil service,
that will have as its job to check upon and to oversee the present civil service.

Mr. FuLToN: On a question of privilege Mr. Chairman since the honour-
able member has attributed certain statements to me I want to know if we
could have indicated on the record where he finds his authority.

Mr. Dickey: There is not much authority.
Mr. Furron: No you won’t find any.

Mr. HUNTER: I don’t think that Mr. Fulton could ever be considered an
authority.

Mr. FuLToN: Unlike some other members on the committee, I do not pro-
fess to be an authority. '
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The CHAIRMAN: Now gentlemen.

Mr. DickEY: On page 93 of the evidence in supporting what Mr. Macdonnell
had to say previously Mr. Fulton said: “firstly, let us have a general inquiry
by this man who has shown by his technical qualifications and integrity that
possibly he is the best person to make certain inquiries”—

Mr. FurTtoN: Mr. Chairman, I—

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Fulton the committee is not here for the benefit of
your interruptions. You have asked a question let him answer it.

Mr. Dickey: Well Mr. Chairman if—
Mr. MACDONNELL: He is just correcting an inaccuracy.
The CHAIRMAN: No he is reading from the record and I have it here.

Mr. FuLtoN: Mr. Dickey said I spoke after Mr. Macdonnell and I spoke
before Mr. Macdonnell, which incidentally is another inaccuracy.

Mr. Dickey: If Mr. Fulton has any objection to what I am going to say
about the attitude of him and his colleagues I will say that I have not made any
detailed marking of his remarks and I won’t be able to quote the passages
I have in mind and I therefore remove his name from any of my references.

Mr. FLEMING: I think other names will have to be removed too, because
there are no such statements.

Mr. CHAIRMAN: That is up to them, Mr. Fleming.

Mr. Dickey: Mr. Chairman, as I said, the honourable gentlemen were
advocating, and I think Mr. Fleming in his amendment is advocating, a complete
setting up of some sort of body to do a thorough and complete investigation
into the whole workings of the Department of National Defence.

Mr. MacDoNNELL: Mr. Chairman, as my name has been mentioned I think
I must ask for references too—

The CHAIRMAN: I do not think Mr. MacDonnell you will be quite as
lucky because I have marked out a few things you said which bear him out.
I think you had better look at the top of page 95.

Mr. DickEy: Mr. MacDonnell said on page 95:

One of the points I am making is to suggest that we as a committee
are without expert assistance—and let us be quite frank about it; it
must be expert assistance from outside the department, as things are
now—at least that seems to me a reasonable suggestion. Then the
question was asked why do we need to go outside. We have this report
and it is true it deals with only a tiny fraction . . . etcetera.

‘Mr. MacDonNNELL: I never made any other suggestion but that it should
be Currie—

Mr. DickeEy: I think Mr. MacDonnell misapprehends what I have been
saying. I have been speaking of the matter as a general proposition.

Mr. MacDoNNELL: You said a super civil service.
Mr. HARKNESS: A figment of your imagination.

Mr. Dickey: No it is not. Anyone who reads the arguments put before
this comrmttee can only come to one conclusion and that is that there is a
suggestion—that the suggestion here is of a super civil service to look over the
civil servants we have now. The people who administer these departments are
service officers and civilian employees of the Department of National Defence,
and the civil servants of the Department of Defence Production and the Crown
employees of the companies of defence production and. the Central Mortgage
and Housing Corporation.
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The suggestion is that we should approach this problem from the point of
view that all these people when asked by this committee to give returns and
to give statements and to disclose what has been going on are not going to be
giving us a correct picture. If we are going to go outside these departments
that is surely what we mean. Without labouring the point at all, Mr. Chairman,
I for one am not going to be in a position of suggesting that we have any reason
at the present time to make any suggestion of that kind at all. What I submit
the committee should do is vote down this amendment and let us get rid of
some of this shying away from the responsibilities of this committee and let
us get down to work and try and come up with some constructive recommenda-
tions.

Mr. WRIGHT: On a matter of privilege, Mr. Chairman, you have ruled that
what Mr. Dickey has said with regard to myself was out of order, and I cannot
use it as a basis of a matter of privilege. I am therefore pressing my matter
of privilege on statements made by yourself on page 86 at the top of the page:

Mr. Wright if you have any information at all that this committee
is not competent to deal with, I think you should turn that information
over to the proper authorities who are competent to deal with it, in the
interest of justice. I mean the police.

I have been in the public life of this country for a number of years and I
think I know my duties and responsibilities both as a member of parliament
and as a Canadian citizen and when I have information which I believe is of
importance I turn it over to the proper authorities, and I can assure Mr. Dickey
his department will know from these authorities very shortly as to what the
matter is and it is only one matter.

Mr. DickeY: On a question of privilege, may I say to Mr. Wright that my
only interest in this matter is for us to be given the opportunity to do anything
we possibly can to investigate anything he has got on his mind.

Hon. MEMBERS: Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN: Just one minute.

Mr. WRiGHT: I do not crow from the housetops. I am turning the matter
over to the police which . . .

The CHAIRMAN: You are certainly doing a little shouting if not from the
housetops then from very near the top.

Mr. WriGHT: I was not doing any such thing. I was stating there was
certain information in my possession and as a member of this committee I
have the privilege of using it when I see fit to use it and under circumstances
I see fit to use it.

The CHAIRMAN: That is quite right. All I asked you to do was to turn
it over to somebody.

Mr. WricHT: I do not like being qliestioned on what my duties are.

The CHAIRMAN: If you know your duties you should not make statements
without being able to back them up.

Mr. WriGHT: I have backed them up. :
The CHAIRMAN: I think you should do it in the proper way.

‘Mr. WricHT: It is being done in the proper way without taking any
advice from people who think they know more than others.

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Wright, I was trying to guide you and help you
algng so you would not get yourself into further trouble in connection with
this Currie business.

Mr. WricHT: I do not get myself into trouble.
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The CHAIRMAN: The following members have not spoken. Mr. Blanchette,
Mr. Boisvert, Mr. George, Mr. Henderson, Mr. James and Mr. Power. Would
any of these gentlemen like to speak? The floor is available tq them.

Mr. HENDERSON: I would like to say a very few words about this sub-
amendment. I associate myself with Mr. Thomas and I think we are competent
to carry on this investigation. With respect, I might also say that I think civil
servants are competent and are good for us to hear on what they have to
say when questioned and I do not think there is any evidence against them.

With respect to the sub-amendment of Mr. Thomas I am afraid I cannot
agree. I think it is a little premature before we have questioned witnesses and
made our investigation and I cannot agree with the main amendment that
we should, as the saying goes, adopt the report in toto at this time. It contains
recommendations—alternatives which we cannot all adopt. There are four
alternatives starting on page 718 of the report itself. We would be in a fine
mess if we adopted every alternative and I do not see how you can get them
together. I think we members should ask ourselves these questions and give
the people of Canada the benefit of our observations and I do not think we
should say or admit that any of us are not competent. I think we should
take a lesson from Mr. Currie in his arguments and considerations in this
report and I read from page 32 of the evidence given by Mr. Currie. It is in
the paragraph partly down the page:

My recommendations were made in an effort to be constructive. . .

I further quote: }
. . . There application in some cases may require further detailed
study and planning so as to integrate or fit them into the existing system.

I think there is a good lesson in that, Mr. Chairman, which should commend
itself to our committee, and further I notice that Mr. Currie has dealt with
the alternative number 2 on page 718 on the right-hand column. That is the
alternative, it is called the second alternative which deals with the creation
of a civilian organization running parallel to a military organization up
through commands to army headquarters.

I might say, Mr. Chairman, I am one of the members interested in
investigating this alternative further and I think the only way to investigate it
is through the civil service, and in relation to this alternative, it encourages
me to note in examining that alternative further that Mr. Currie states on
page 45 of his evidence in reply to questioning about the build-up and mainten-
ance and looking after of buildings “these boys . . .” and he is referring to
young officers, I believe, lieutenants, “are asked to superintend maintenance of
buildings and do all sorts of things of that kind.” I think we should examine
that further because we must realize that young men getting out of universi-
ties with very little practical experience are placed unfairly into these positions
of looking after maintenance and buildings. There is also another reference
that came out in examination of the evidence and that is holding up the supply
of proper personnel and payment to proper personnel and I think he mentioned
in one place there should be more “hurry up.” I think this is very important.
We should examine that further, Mr. Chairman, at this time when we have
the report to guide us.

The CHAIRMAN: Does anyone else on the original list, wish to speak?

Mr. GEORGE: 'I am frankly amazed at the line this discussion has taken.
Certainly it is the privilege of any honourable member to bring in motions
but it seems to me in reading the terms of reference that Mr. Fleming, with
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all due deference to his party and to his amendment, I think has disregarded
part of the terms of reference, which will be found on the second page of

the proceedings number 1 of the committee, three-quarters of the way down:

.. and in particular, what, if any, economies consistent with
the executmn of the policy decided by the government may be effected
therein . .

What I want to say—and I am not going to re-hash what has been said
on this point—is that the amendment moved by Mr. Fleming and the sub-
amendment of Mr. Thomas’ preclude our continuing to discuss the recom-
mendations by Mr. Currie. There are recommendations there and now I
cannot conscientiously say we have dealt with the Currie report because in
my opinion we have not. We have lots of information before us and I think
we should get on with it.

Mr. BoisverT: Mr. Chairman, I won’t take very much of the time of this
committee, but I would like to say a few words. Let us see the amendment
first introduced by Mr. Fleming. The second part of the amendment is a
recommendation that Mr. Currie be authorized to continue his inquiries and
conduct an investigation similar to that already undertaken into all aspects
of the organization, accounting and administration of the Department of
National Defence.

The first part of the amendment is the reason we should recommend that
Mr. Currie continue his inquiry. It is to be found at page 77 of our Minutes
of Proceedings in the amendment of Mr. Fleming, and it reads:

In accordance with its order of reference from the House, your
committee has considered the expenditures and commitments of the
Canadian Army Works Services as dealt with in the Report of G. S.
Currie, Esq., Chartered Accountant, tabled in the House of Commons
on December 15, 1952, has devoted two meetings to hearing the testimony
of Mr. Currie with reference thereto, and finds that the said Report
has been fully supported in all respects by Mr. Currie in his testimony.

I do not agree with this contention and for one good reason, namely, that
the first part of Mr. Currie’s report is based upon hearsay. He made no dis-
closures by himself. He read some files made up by someone else. He
uncovered some documents, or got those documents from the Civil Service
employees. So it all makes hearsay. I do not think there is any evidence
before this committee to support senously the motion made by Mr. Fleming.

Imphcatlon is not evidence. Hearsay is not evidence. And all the evidence
before us is what we find in Mr. Currie’s report about irregularities at Camp
Petawawa. Mr. Currie at page 712 of Hansard says:

The conclusion I have come to is that while there has been a
general breakdown in the system of administration, supervision and
accounting, it was only at Petawawa that extensive irregularities over
a prolonged period of time took place.

So nothing serious was found by Mr. Currie outside of Camp Petawawa,
and what he mentioned in his report that was found at Camp Petawawa was
found, again I repeat, not by himself but by somebody else. So it all adds
up to hearsay and I do not think this committee is now able to deal with such
a case if it is hearsay. So the whole committee should continue its meetmgs and
examine witnesses in order to get all the facts accurately. Mr. Currie is clear
about the recommendations which are Parts 2, 3, and 4 of his report. Let us
see what he said about them. At page 32 of the evidence I read:

A§ my investigation proceeded it became apparent to me that the
most important feature of my task was, after having ascertained the
causes of the deficiencies and irregularities, to make recommendations
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from the point of view of security and accounting as to the methods
to be adopted to correct the situation found to exist. In this connection
it will be observed that the first part of my report consisting of seventeen
pages (Hansard pages 712-716) deals with ‘the nature of deficiencies
and irregularities discovered and the causes thereof and that the
remainder comprised in pages 18 to 74 (Hansard pages 716-730) and
certain appendices contains my recommendations, general and more
detailed, as to organization of the Service and methods of control,
accounting and security.
My recommendations were made in an effort to be constructive.

And Mr. Currie said that part of his recommendations, during the course
of his investigation, were carried on by the department, and the Minister of
National Defence, on January 17, had this to say at page 936 of Hansard:

I now turn to the constructive part of Mr. Currie’s report, his
recommendations as to what could be done to improve the situation in
the army works services. It seems to me, in all fairness, we should put
the report and its recommendations in proper perspective, and relate
them to the problems and difficulties which the department, the army
and the army works services particularly have encountered since the
termination ,0of the second world war—facts which are well known to
everyone. I should like also to draw attention to some very important
differences between the Department of National Defence and other gov-
ernment departments or indeed the work of the Department of National
Defence and any civilian activity.

First of all, if in Mr. Currie’s report there is evidence of facts which were
not established by himself, then I submit it is the duty of this committee to
deal with them and to deal with them as soon as possible. Secondly, if the
recommendations made by Mr. Currie were carried out by the Department of
National Defence, I think it also should be our duty to find out if those recom-
mendations were in fact being carried out and how effective they were.
Therefore I think we should vote down this amendment because, if I may be
permitted to say so, I think the attitude which has been taken by the official
opposition is one calculated to create a cloud of dust with which to becloud
the public opinion of this country.

The CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, at this moment may I suggest, without making
any firm decision, that we deal with the sub-amendment, and then see what
happens. We can then decide if there is any purpose in having further dis-
cussion. But before we deal with the sub-amendment, is there anything you
wish to say?

Mr. FLEMING: Mr. Chairman, as mover of the original amendment I have
a very brief reply to make. But I have no objection to the course you have
outlined. It does not matter to me whether I speak now on this sub-amend-
ment, or later.

The CHAIRMAN: My difficulty is that I have received two further requests
for opportunities to speak. Let us see if we can get a little of the business out
of the way.

Mr. WRIGHT: Mr. Chairman, in speaking to the question; Mr. Thomas asked
me to second his amendment to the amendment, and I would like to say a
word of explanation. I thought Mr. Thomas was entitled to have his opinions
placed before this committee, and as he was the only member of his group
here, I agreed to second his sub-amendment. I do not know if it is necessary
to have a seconder. I did not think it was, but your ruling in committee has
been that there should be a seconder to motions. My personal opinion is that
the two investigations, one by the committee, and one by Mr. Currie, could
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go on at one and the same time because they would be dealing with different
subjects. I should say perhaps not on different subjects but on different phases
of the same subject. I want to make that explanation.

The CHAIRMAN: We appreciate the fact that you are doing it to bring the
matter before the committee. I think it is only proper that Mr. Thomas
should have his views before the committee. I am not going to read the
amendment and the sub-amendment. I shall just remind you what the sub-
amendment intends to do. It reads as follows and I am leaving out the first
part:

« . following an investigation by the present defence expenditures
committee.” Mr. Currie be authorized to continue and so on.

I think everybody understands what it involves. All those in favour of
the sub-amendment? All those opposed? It is lost!

We are now on the amendment. Could we not make this agreement
among ourselves now: Mr. Fleming, as the mover of the amendment, says he
has a few words to say in connection with it. I suggest therefore that we
permit Mr. Fleming to take a few minutes, and then vote and dispose of this
matter at the present time. We have Mr. Armstrong with us. He has been
waiting in the wings for so long that he may have forgotten his part.

Mr. Stick: Does that mean that when Mr. Fleming has spoken it will
close the debate?

The CHAIRMAN: If we agree to that. Do we agree? There is no agree-
ment.

Mr. McILraIrTH: Mr. Chairman, I would like to reserve my right to speak
after Mr. Fleming, but I will waive it now if you think it will shorten things
up. I am willing to forego it now, but if Mr. Fleming takes the line again
which he took in his opening remarks, then I might want to reply to him.

The CHAIRMAN: I think we have heard from a great number of repliers,
even before Mr. Fleming has spoken. That is my difficulty.

Mr. BENIDICKSON: Mr. Chairman, the difficulty has been that those who
made any remarks the other day have not been entitled to express any views

with respect to the sub-amendment. We have refrained from that this
morning.

The CHAIRMAN: Let me say that the debate today has been very well
conducted by all sides. I think you have presented your arguments as well
as they could be presented. I cannot possibly think of another argument which
anyone could offer. I shall have to rule out some of the people because of
repetition, but I do not want to do that. However, as the mover, Mr. Fleming
has the right to say a word. I do think, if the country is paying any attention
to us at all, we shall be starting to look a little foolish if we do not get on with
our business.

Mr. FLEMING: Mr. Chairman, my reply will be very brief. I shall simply
take up three or four points mentioned in the course of the discussion, princi-
pally in the latter part of the arguments this morning, after the last of my
Progressive Conservative colleagues had spoken.

The CHAIRMAN: Go ahead, but why not make it two instead of three or
four?

Mr. FLEEZMING: Mr. Chairman, there are just three or four points I want to
touch on briefly, and I am prepared to leave on the record the answers of my
learned colleagues of the official opposition in regard to the other points raised.

Mr. George raised a point; he looked at the order of reference and he said
that we have not yet fully discharged our responsibility under that part of the
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order of reference in relation to the Currie Report, and he went on to read the
portion that was added in the House to the original terms of reference. He also
read these words:

. . to report from time to time their .observations and opinions
thereon and in particular what, if any, economies consistent with the
execution of the policy decided by the government may be effected
therein, . . .

But the words after the word “1952” are not part of the amendment made
by Mr. Claxton in relation to the Currie Report. They are part of the terms
of the original order of reference. Let us be clear about that.

What we are directed to do in the said amendment, was “initially to give
priority in our examination to the expenditures and commitments of the
Canadian army works services as dealt with in the report of G. S. Currie.”

Now, Mr. Chairman, I submit we have done that, and I submit that this
is the proper time to determine our recommendations.

The second point which the Liberal members of this committee have come
back to time and again, as Mr. Boisvert did in his concluding words, is the
fact that the Progressive Conservative members did not ask Mr. Currie any
questions. That apparently has been a major source of irritation to the Liberal
members of this committee.

Mr. Stick: Minor, I think.

Mr. FLEMING: I cannot express myself more clearly than to say that, as

in the House, so in this committee, we accept the Currie Report, and we say
that the Currie Report stands today unchallenged in all respects.

Mr. Larson: Everybody says that.

Mr. FLEMING: And far from there being any occasion for us, as members
of the of