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THEMES

Major themes reflected in Toward Equality, the government's
response to the report of the House of Commons Subcommittee on
Equality Rights, are:
Leadership The government could have waited for the

courts to make the decisions on how law and
policy must be changed to satisfy
constitutional guarantees of equality. It
preferred to act now so that:
. Individual Canadians are spared costly

court battles to assert their rights.
. Change can take place in a thoughtful way

instead of in a piecemeal approach to
court decisions.

The government is reaching beyond the bare
minimum in section 15 of the Canadian Charter
of Rights and Freedoms by:
. Giving a broad reading to section 15 of

the Canadian Charter of Rights and
Freedoms.

. Pursuing its own vision of social
justice.

Social Justice Social justice entails:
. Bringing law and policy into line with

contemporary social conditions.
. Ensuring equal opportunity — a

commitment to equality can be traced back
to John Diefenbaker's Canadian Bill of
Rights of 1960.

. Ensuring fairness.
Equal Opportunity In employment, the government seeks equal

opportunity for everyone to share in expanding
job opportunities.
Bill.C-62, the proposed Employment Equity Act
is an example of the government's commitment.
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Fairness In programs such as pensions, the government

seeks fairness by making sure that limited
resources are directed to those who need them
most.
The government's commitment to social justice
is not limited to action on constitutional
equality rights. For example, the government
is actively pursuing with the provinces the
establishment of a homemakers' pension.
The road to social justice and equal
opportunity stretches into a future too
distant to be seen clearly, but Toward
Equality marks a significant milestone along
the way.

Responsibility Both fiscal and political responsibility
underlie the government's response:
. Reaffirmed in the February 26 budget,

fiscal responsibility is a key to the
government's plan for the economic well­
being of Canadians.

. Responsibility to the Canadian people, .
which was a key to the government's
decision a year ago to consult the public
through the Subcommittee before taking
action.

. The government accepts the difficult but
necessary responsibility of making
choices when, as permitted by section 1
of the Canadian Charter of Rights and
Freedoms, "reasonable limits" must be
placed on equality rights.

Securing Equality The government is making sure that equality
rights are effective by:
. Agreeing that the Canadian Human Rights

Act should be amended to include the
concept of "reasonable accommodation."

. Establishing, last fall, a $9 million
fund to underwrite the legal costs of
people who take equality rights as well
as language rights cases to court, and
placing the choice of cases to be funded
in the hands of the independent Canadian
Council on Social Development.
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Recommendations Clearly Resolved

Mandatory retirement.
Sexual orientation.
Continue pension benefits where surviving spouse
remarries.
Automatic pension credit-splitting on divorce.
Eligibility for survivor benefits for surviving children
regardless of marital status.
Women and the Armed Forces.
Amend Immigration Act so no discrimination in a manner
prohibited by the Charter.
Permanent resident has the same ability to sponsor a
parent as a Canadian citizen.
Distinction between a Canadian citizen and a permanent
resident eliminated with regard to an "assisted
relative".
Religious observance (agreement in principle).
Federal co-ordinating agency for disabled persons.
Voting rights for the mentally disabled.
Criminal Code amendments to ensure the mentally disabled
are treated fairly.
Employment equity.
Non-sexist drafting.
Addition of reasonable accommodation to Canadian Human
Rights Act.
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Recommendations where the Government

Response is Clearly Negative

15-17 Marital status.
25 Spouses Allowance be given without reference to marital

status.
28 Amend War Veterans Allowance Act so that both men and

women eligible at age 55.
30 CHRC monitoring of the Armed Forces and women.
35 Recognition of common law spouses for immigration

purposes.
38 Ending preference in favour of Canadian citizens in the

Public Service.
85 CHRC report directly to Parliament.
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Clear Deferrals

1-4 Maternity and parental benefits.
21 Reduction of survivor benefits where the surviving

spouse is 20 or more years younger than the deceased
contributor.

22 Disentitlement of surviving spouses who married after
the contributing spouse retired or reached age 60.

71 Child care.
78 Political activities of public servants.
82 Political belief, criminal conviction and criminal

charges prohibited grounds of discrimination in the
Canadian Human Rights Act
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Q. Why has the government deferred a number of issues rather

than acting upon them?
A. For starters, we cannot do everything at once. There are

several major reviews such as the Commission of Inquiry
studying Unemployment Insurance, the Fraser committee on
pornography and prostitution, the Badgley committee on sexual
offences against children and youths, and a review of public
service pensions. To decide one element such as maternity
benefits would be to do a disservice to the issue and its
broader implications.

If you are implying that we are being indecisive, then
you have ignored our responses to issues such as
mandatory retirement, sexual orientation, women in
combat and reasonable accommodation - just to name a
few.
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MANDATORY RETIREMENT

Q. How can you ensure that ending mandatory retirement will not
have "an adverse impact upon women, youth and visible
minorities who are struggling to gain equal opportunity in
the workplace," as promised in Toward Equality?

A. We can — and we have already started to — take steps
towards what the Subcommittee calls "flexible retirement."
It seems that the trend is toward earlier retirement and
workers tend to retire as soon as they feel financially
secure enough to do so, and proposed amendments to the Canada
Pension Plan this year will have an impact. These amendments
will let contributors start taking reduced benefits from the
age of 60 or keep accumulating benefits to age 70. Public
service pensions already permit retirement with reduced
pensions as early as age 50.
The government is also seeking the necessary agreement with
the provinces to introduce a homemakers’ pension that could
also have an effect. If couples can count on two CPP
pensions instead of just one, that will increase their
financial security and encourage earlier retirement.
From one point of view, ending mandatory retirement will be a
real advantage to women and others who have worked
intermittently or entered the workforce late. If they choose
to, they can remain longer on the job to accumulate more
adequate pension credits.

A0454884.9-003926
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MANDATORY RETIREMENT - WOMEN

(Status of Women)
Q. How will abolishing mandatory retirement assist women?
A. It may help to reduce poverty among older women who have not

had sufficient earnings or labour force attachment to qualify
for adequate private pension income. For example: a woman
who has chosen to stay at home and raise two children is
widowed at age 50. Her husband's estate is negligible and
she is forced to return to the work force. If she is made to
retire at 65, there will be only a small pension built up
which is not sufficient for her needs. Our goal is not to
make her work longer, but until pensions can be provided for
those who chose to raise their families, such an option
should be available to her.
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Q. Why is a distinction based on age okay for pensions but not

for retirement?
A. For one thing it is not compulsory that a pension be taken at

the age of first eligibility. A second specified age is used
to provide flexibility in pensions, whereas such a specified
age merely forces an individual out of work when it is a
retirement age. With respect to social programs, there must
be some age for eligibility in order to make them manageable.
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Q. When mandatory retirement ends, what impact will this have onpensions?
A. Mandatory retirement and pensions are two separate issues.

It is possible to abolish mandatory retirement without having
a substantial impact on pensions. It will still be necessary
to have pensionable ages. The Old Age Security pension is
presently automatically received at age 65, even if the
person continues to work. This will not change. It is
likely that the Canada Pension Plan will be amended to
provide more flexibility. For example, Quebec has amended
its pension plan to allow an actuarially-decreased pension
from age 60-65 and an actuarially-increased pension from age
65-70.
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Q. What timetable do you have for amending the Canadian Human

Rights Act so that "normal age of retirement" is no longer a
defence against a complaint of age discrimination?

A. I hope to have legislation by the end of this year.
Following closely the observations as well as the
recommendations of the Subcommittee, we envisage a number of
steps:
(a) Consultations with employers and employee associations.
(b) At the same time, the Department of Justice is reviewing

the defences available under the Act. The Subcommittee
suggested that bona fide occupational requirements, the
only defence that the Act now provides, may not cover
all cases where mandatory retirement might be
justified. It is certainly true that the Act does not
include a general limitation such as that provided under
section 1 of the Charter. So this is something that
must be examined to make sure that the Act does not
forbid practices that would be permitted under the
Charter.

(c) After we have consulted employers and employee
associations and taken a close look at the Act, we will
draft such transitional rules as seem necessary. An
example cited by the Subcommittee could be a rule that
collective agreements providing for mandatory retirement
could be allowed to run their normal course.

(d) Finally, as part of our package of Canadian Human Rights
Act amendments, we will ask Parliament to amend this Act
and other legislation as required. The Subcommittee
observed that there are about 30 statutes and
regulations that set retirement ages ranging from 65 to
75 for holders of public office. In addition, it may be
necessary to amend the Unemployment Insurance Act so
that contributions and benefits can continue past age
65, for example. We hope to be able to introduce the
Canadian Human Rights Act package by the end of the
year.
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ABOLITION OF MANDATORY RETIREMENT FOR THE

PUBLIC SERVICE
(Treasury Board)

Q. How does the government reconcile its decision to revoke
mandatory retirement with proposed cutbacks in the federal
Public Service? Will not the increase in people remaining
employed beyond age 65 result in a loss of jobs amongst
younger employees?

A. Since 1981, when the policy on extension of employment beyond
age 65 was liberalized and deputy heads were instructed to
accede to requests for extension, the numbers of extended
employees have increased, but not to the degree one might
have expected. As an example, in 1981-82 there were 186
extensions of employment beyond age 65; in 1984-85, 567
extensions. However, in comparison to the total numbers of
retirements with pension entitlements at age 65 or earlier
(7,032 in 1984-85), the percentage represented by extensions
of employment is not significant (8.06).
Statistics for 1984-85 also indicate that the greatest number
of public service retirements take place at age 60 (1,022)
and at age 64 and 65 (1,256 and 1,292), indicating, it would
seem a desire on the part of employees to retire at an age
when they can receive an unreduced pension benefit along with
social security benefits. I would also point out that the
average age of retirement in the Public Service in 1984-85
was 61.99, a drop from 62.22 in 1983-84. However, the
average age of retirement over the preceding six years was
61.95 years of age - again, a clear indication that the
majority of public service employees wish to retire early.

Q. What are the cost implications of abolition of mandatory
retirement?

A. There are no major cost implications in pension plan terms.
The numbers of employees who would choose to remain beyond
age 65 is likely to be minimal in comparison to employees
retiring prior to 65. Even if the numbers are significant
enough to increase the average age of retirement, the costs
of the plan would not increase. Indeed there are likely some
small savings to be made since the individual employee would
ultimately draw a pension over a shorter period of time than
would be the case had retirement taken place at age 65 or
earlier.
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Q. Has consideration been given to "bonusing", in pension terms,

those employees who remain employed beyond age 65?
A. This question is being addressed in the context of the public

service pension reform process.
t

Q. Wouldn’t it be a little harsh to have to terminate the
service of an older long-service employee on grounds of
deteriorating performance clearly related to advancing age,
rather than using the dignity-saving device of a mandatory
retirement age?

A. The abolition of mandatory retirement does mean that public
service performance measurement reviews may have to be more
carefully utilized^than perhaps occurred in the past. In
exchange for the right to work beyond age 65, it seems
appropriate to expect older employees to meet the same
performance requirements that must be met by the rest of
their co-workers. Studies in the U.S. have indicated that
employers who have eliminated mandatory retirement have
experienced few problems in this regard, the consensus being
that the majority of older employees do sense the appropriate
time for their retirement.

Q. Are there any occupational groups in the federal Public
Service in respect of which the Government wishes to maintain
a mandatory retirement age?

A. At this point in time, no such groups have been identified.
In all instances where one might expect that an upper age
limit might be appropriate, the groups are subject to
licensing and loss of license results in removal from the job
(for example, air traffic controllers). With objective
testing in place, it is ability and not age which becomes the
determining factor.
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Q. Toward Equality does not mention the retirement ages of H
judges. Last year, in Equality Issues in Federal Law, you
raised two issues with respect to the retirement of judges: —
(a) Is mandatory retirement for judges appropriate? •
(b) If so, what is the appropriate age? (The retirement agefor some federally appointed judges is 70 and for others |

75.)
A. As to the need for mandatory retirement of judges, it does ®

not appear to be consistent with the independence of judges "
— one of our most important safeguards against abuse of the
judicial system — to subject them.to performance reviews as M
they age. ■
The appropriate age is now under active consideration in the ■Department of Justice. I

1
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
■
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Q. What would justify letting the Canadian Armed Forces keep

mandatory retirement?
A. Toward Equality mentions the Forces as a "possible" case in

which mandatory retirement might be justified under the
Charter. So this is just something we are looking at.
One consideration will be bona fide occupational
requirements. Because of the emergency duties that members
of the Forces can be called upon to do at any time, they need
a high degree of fitness and the association of youth with
fitness hardly needs elaboration. The Forces need to be able
to shift people from one job to another, so fitness standards
have to be tied to the whole range of duties that a
serviceman or servicewoman is liable to face, not just to the
duties they happen to be doing, at any given time. A strong
argument can be made that the Forces need to retire older
members in order to keep a steady flow of young women and men
coming in.
It should be pointed out that the Forces have excellent
pension arrangements in place, and former members of the
service often have rewarding second careers where their
readiness for the hardships of combat are irrelevant.
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Q. What about the retirement of senators at age 75? Do you

believe this is justified?
A. This is a matter beyond the scope of bringing federal law and

policy into line with section 15; the retirement age of
senators is fixed by the constitution.

AGC-4830
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SEXUAL ORIENTATION

Q.

A.

A0454884_19-003936

Does your statement on sexual orientation mean that you will
be amending the Canadian Human Rights Act?
I believe it is probably necessary to amend the Act to
accomplish the result stated.
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SEXUAL ORIENTATION

Q. Does this mean that the Armed Forces and the R.C.M.P. will
have to change their policies on sexual orientation?

A. Sexual orientation will be a prohibited ground of
discrimination in all areas of federal jurisdiction. How the
Armed Forces and R.C.M.P. will give effect to this is a
matter which should be addressed by Mr. Nielsen and Mr.
Beatty.
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SEXUAL ORIENTATION

Q. When will you announce action based on the Badgley and Fraser
reports?

A. I plan to introduce legislation this spring, amending the
Criminal Code and the Canada Evidence Act. One of my
concerns is, of course, to protect boys and girls equally
under the law, in line with section 15. That's really all I
can say at this time; it's only proper to reveal the precise
details first in the House of Commons.
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SEXUAL ORIENTATION
(Solicitor General)

Q. It has been decided that sexual orientation is not a factor
which should be considered for security clearance purposes.
ISould you comment on this?

A. Sexual orientation is not currently a reason for denying a
security clearance. The criteria used for security clearance
are loyalty of an individual to Canada and reliability.
Sexual orientation, as well as all the other listed
prohibited grounds of discrimination, are only relevant to
the extent that they may interfere with the capacity to
fulfill the requirements of a job.

A0454884_22-003939
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WOMEN AND THE ARMED FORCES
What exactly does the response to recommendation 29 mean for
women?

A. The government is committed to expanding the role of women in
the Armed Forces and will ensure that women will be able to
compete for all trades and occupations. Concerns for
military effectiveness require that this be done
progressively and with careful study as we believe the
Parliamentary Committee anticipated.

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
1
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WOMAN AND THE ARMED FORCES |

Q. Does this mean that women will be able to compete for all 
trades and occupations tomorrow? H

A. It may not be possible to accomplish that result overnight.
However, this government will vigorously pursue this policy ■
in a manner that is consistent with the requirement of the |
Armed Forces to be operationally effective in the interests
of national security.

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
■
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A. That is a question which can best be answered by Mr. Nielsen.

Q. How will the Armed Forces ensure that women are able to
compete for all trades and occupations?

AGC-4830
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WOMEN AND THE ARMED FORCES

(National Defence)
Q. What careers are now open to women in the Canadian Forces?
A.' Since 1971, areas in which women serve in the Canadian Forces

have grown considerably. The net result has been a five-fold
increase in the number of women over the past 15 years to the
present strength of about 7,400 servicewomen.
The proportion of occupations in which women participate has
risen from 19% in 1971 to over 65% today. This means that
some 30,000 positions could be filled by women as vacancies
occur and suitable applicants become available. Women
officers in the Canadian Forces now serve in 25 of 34 officer
classifications and non-commissioned servicewomen serve in 62
of the 99 trades. Terms and conditions of service are
generally the same for both men and women. Formal promotion
opportunities are based on merit and are equal for men and
women within their classifications and trades.
The Canadian Forces have also conducted extensive trials with
the objective of expanding the employment of women. As a
result, women may now serve at isolated posts and in the
Communications Research trade, both of which were
previously closed to them. Three other trials were completed
only recently and the results are still under study.
Women now represent over 12% of current trainees. As
vacancies occur and suitable applicants become available,
there is considerable scope for expanding service
opportunities for women.

Q. Why are there no women generals in the Canadian Forces?
A. There are no institutional barriers preventing women from

rising to the most senior ranks in the Canadian Forces.
Formal promotion opportunities are based on merit and are
equal for men and women within their classifications and
trades. Women now serve in many areas from which they may be
promoted to the general officer rank.
Since the role of women in the Canadian Forces has only
expanded in the last 15 years the number of women serving in
senior positions is naturally limited, but it is steadily
increasing. The average length of service of individuals
being promoted to the general rank is 27 years. When more
women have served for comparable lengths of time, women will
undoubtedly be better represented in the more senior ranks.

A0454884_26-003943
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Q. How does Canada compare ’with other nations in regard to the
numbers of women serving in its armed forces?

A. With 8.9% of the Canadian Forces composed of women, Canada is
among the world leaders in providing opportunities for women
to serve in the armed forces. Only the United States, with
9.5% and perhaps Israel with about 10%, are ahead of Canada.
The United Kingdom is next with 5.1%, followed by Belgium
with 3.8%.
At present there are about 7,400 women in the Canadian
Forces, while there are some 30,000 positions which could be
filled by women, as soon as vacancies occur and suitable
applicants become available. Expansion of service
opportunities for women is evident in the fact that today
over 12% of all Canadian Forces trainees are female. The
rate of increase could put Canada ahead of any other nation
in the next few years.

(Refer to Chart on next page)
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OVERVIEW OF THE TOTAL NUMBER OF WOMEN EMPLOYED IN THE ARMED
FORCES OF 16 OTHER NATIONS IN 1985

Policy Nation
Total Regular

Strength
Number of

Servicewomen Percentage
Women
Excluded
from
serving
in com­
bat
roles

Canada** 83,074** 7,386** 8.9**
Denmark 29,736 708 2.4
France 562,116 13,500 2.4
Greece 170,000 1,618 1.0
Israel* 172,000* 17,200* 10.0*
Italy 375,000 Nil Nil
Luxem­
bourg

700 Nil Nil

Spain 347,000 8,600 2.5
Soviet
Union* 5,050,000 10,000* 0.2*
Turkey 569,000 27 0.004
United
Kingdom

326,849 16,576 5.1

United
States

2,124,012 201,210 9.5

F.R.G.*** 495,000 106 0.02

Unre­
stricted
Employ­
ment of
Women

Belgium 90,101 3,457 3.8
Netherland 103,022 1 ,409 1 .4

Norway 38,098 461 1.2

* No official figures available. Data are taken from
authoritative unofficial sources.

** As of 31 Jan 86
*** Federal Republic of Germany

Figures respecting Total Regular Strength includes
conscriptees.

■
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Q. How does the ratio of women personnel in the Canadian Forces

compare with similar organizations in the Canadian public and
private sectors?

A. While no other occupation can truly be compared to the
demands of serving in the Canadian Forces, the most recent
data available from Statistics Canada (1984) shows that out
of 53,499 full-time police officers in Canada, 1,695 or 3.1%
were women. The 1981 census data also indicate that out of
25,320 persons employed in firefighting occupations, 265 or
about 1% were women. On the other hand, there are some 7,400
women in the Canadian Forces who comprise 8.9% of the Regular
Forces.
The Canadian Forces also compare most favourably with
similarly demanding occupations in the private sector of the
Canadian economy. In 1981, the primary mining,
fishing/trapping and forestry industries employed 2%, 5% and
6% of women respectively.
If the secondary and tertiary sectors of those industries
are included, the percentages are 13.9, 9.3 and 10.9
respectively. The equivalent comparison for the Canadian
Forces is 16% if one includes the Reserves and civilian
employees of the Department.
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WOMEN IN THE ARMED FORCES

Q. Why would the Canadian Human Rights Commission not monitor
the employment and promotion of women in the Canadian Armed
Forces?

A. First, let us get our terms straight. The Forces are subject
to the Canadian Human Rights Act, and the Canadian Human
Rights Commission investigates complaints against the Forces
in the same way as it does complaints against any other
federal or federally-regulated employer.
What we mean by "monitoring" is looking over the employer's
shoulder day-to-day, whispering advice and looking for
problems.
The Commission does not — and it does not want to —
directly monitor the Forces or any other employer in this
way, for a number of good reasons:
(a) Monitoring is intrusive. Canadians generally and those

Canadians who happen to employ other Canadians do not
need to be led by the hand. Where problems do occur,
someone can make a complaint and the Commission will
investigate.

(b) It could lead the Commission into conflicts of
interest. Let me illustrate. Say one of the
Commission's staff advises an employer to do something.
One of the people affected by this advice believes it
discriminates in a way that the Commission staff did
not, perhaps, contemplate, and makes a complaint to the
Commission. Does the Commission stand by its advice to
the employer or does it reach its decision on the basis
of the facts the complainant places before it? Of
course, it rules on the strength of the facts, but it
has obviously been placed in a compromising position.

(c) More than a million workers come under federal law on
the job, and monitoring potential discrimination against
so many people would also call for resources out of all
proportion to what we devote as a society to other
values.

A0454884_30-003947
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SECURING EQUALITY

Q. What is your timetable for the Canadian Human Rights Act
review?

A. I hope to introduce this and other Charter-related
legislation in the fall — certainly by the end of the year.

A0454884_31 -003948
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Q. What are the issues in the review of the Canadian Human

Rights Act?
A. In general terms, we are looking at:

(a) The possibility of adding new grounds on which
discrimination would be forbidden in federal
jurisdiction.

(b) The fairness of the process for all parties. For
example, we want to see whether there should be
provision for awarding legal costs in human rights’
cases, as there are in cases before the courts.

(c) Improving protection — for example, the question of
giving human rights tribunals the power to order
employment equity programs to make up for past
discrimination.

A0454884_32-003949
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Q. Why is the government now reviewing the Canadian Human RightsAct?
A. A number of recommendations for reform have built up over the

past few years. There have been recommendations by the
Canadian Human Rights Commission itself — that sexual
orientation be made a prohibited ground of discrimination,
for example.
There were recommendations in 1984 by the Special Committee
of the House of Commons on Visible Minorities in Canadian
Society that the Commission be given new powers to deal with
hate propaganda, for example.
There have been some key court decisions recently — notably
the decision of the Supreme Court of Canada on December 17,
1985 (the Bhinder case), that raised doubts about whether
"reasonable accommodation" is required by the Act as it is
now worded.

The Federal Court of Appeal has also brought down a key
ruling recently (in the Action Travail des Femmes case), in
which it held that a human rights tribunal can order
employment equity programs to prevent present and future
discrimination but not to make up for past discrimination.

A0454884_33-003950
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PRIMACY - RECOMMENDATION 79

A0454884_34-003951
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provide for a fixed
way, the important
the judiciary will be

Q. The government has accepted that human rights legislation
should in general have primacy over other laws. Does this
mean that the government would allow certain laws to
discriminate?

A. The government believes that in the vast majority of cases
other federal legislation must not and does not make
distinctions which would not be permitted under laws such as
the Canadian Human Rights Act. However, in a few cases, it
may be necessary to make distinctions in other legislation,
in order to protect a greater social or public interest.
example, federal laws will continue to
age of retirement for judges. In this
public interest in the independence of 
protected by providing for the orderly retirement of judges
without the intervention of government.
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PRIMACY

Q. Does this mean that the government cannot make distinctions
in other federal legislation?

A. The Canadian Human Rights Act permits distinctions where
there is a bona fide justification for them. Thus, even if
the Canadian Human Rights Act were to have primacy, the
government will continue to be able to make legitimate
distinctions so long as these meet the standards of the Act.
For instance, only persons over the age of majority will be
allowed to vote in federal elections. In a few cases, it may
be necessary to make distinctions in other legislation, in
order to protect a greater social or public interest. For
example, federal laws will continue to provide for a fixed
age of retirement for judges. In this way, the important
public interest in the independence of the judiciary will be
protected by providing for the orderly retirement of judges
without the intervention of government.
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Q. Why is the government deferring a decision on adding

political belief and criminal conviction or charges to the
Canadian Human Rights Act?

A. We feel that there are too many unanswered questions
concerning the impact this would have on the private sector
to make a decision within a 120-day period. We feel it
deserves more thought and will do this as part of the review
of the Canadian Human Rights Act.

AGC-4830
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SYSTEMIC DISCRIMINATION - RECOMMENDATION 81

Q. Why is the government considering amending the Act to
expressly prohibit systemic discrimination, if it believes
that such an amendment is unnecessary?

A. In considering such an amendment, one of the factors will be
whether a definition of'systemic discrimination might give
further clarity to the prohibition against this type of
discrimination. For instance, in the province of Ontario the
Ontario Human Rights Code has a section which elaborates on
the meaning of systemic discrimination.
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REASONABLE ACCOMMODATION - RECOMMENDATION 80

ffi. Will not amending the Canadian Human Rights Act to
incorporate reasonable accommodation impose a real burden on
employers?

A. The Parliamentary Subcommittee recommended that employers
should only make such reasonable accomodation as can be done
without undue hardship to the employer. And in its recent
decision in the O'Malley case, the Supreme Court of Canada
agreed that, under the Ontario Human Rights Code, there is an
obligation to make reasonable accommodation so long as there
is no undue hardship on the operation of the employer's
business. We agree that there must be a reasonable limit to
the employer's obligation - one that fairly balances the
rights of the employer and the rights of the employee - and
we will be considering the best way to ensure this is
reflected in the amendments to the Canadian Human Rights
Act. I might mention that in the United States there is an
obligation to reasonably accommodate in respect of disability
and religion. This obligation has generally been fairly
applied by the courts in the United States.
For example: A company has a rule requiring all employees to
be clean-shaven. A particular employee or applicant belongs
to a religious faith that does not allow him to comply with
such a rule. Requiring the employer to reasonably
accommodate the employee's religious beliefs might involve
waiving this rule particularly if being clean-shaven is not
an essential qualification for the job.
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MARITAL OR FAMILY STATUS

Q. In denying equal treatment across the board to legally
married and common law couples, the Government says in Toward
Equality that it wants to respect the wishes of those who
choose to live together as husband and wife without going
through a marriage ceremony. What about those who have no
choice — who cannot escape an earlier marriage, for
example? They might prefer to be treated as a legally
married couple from the point of view of legal obligations as
well as benefits, but you are saying "no".

A. Let me start by pointing out that federal law and policy do
accord identical treatment to legally married and common law
spouses in many circumstances. Benefits are payable to
common law spouses under the Canada Pension Plan, for
example, and the Old Age Security Act.
Turning to the question of those who do not have the option
of legal marriage, we have considered their problems in the
context of social policy generally. With the new divorce
laws which make divorce less complicated, fewer couples
should find themselves in this position.
But I won't make it any secret either that, as we say in
Toward Equality, we believe in preserving marriage and the
family unit. In this context, I might point out that even' if
divorces have skyrocketed since the divorce reform of 1968,
marriages still far outnumber divorces in this country. In
fact, three-quarters of divorced Canadians later marry again.
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Q. Sih at are the relevant differences between common law and
legally married couples from the point of view of benefits
and obligations under federal law?

A. There are two:

(a) People can enter and exit common law relationships at
will. They might enter a common law relationship this
week for the purpose of gaining a benefit, then claim to
have left it next week for the purpose of avoiding an
obiigation.
This means that claims must be verified, which leads to
the second relevant difference.

(b) A legal marriage is easily verified while a common law
relationship is not. Whatever the definition given to a
common law relationship, it can only be verified by more
or less intrusive investigation.
Verification is not hopelessly burdensome in pension
matters, for example, when a determination need only be
made once, say, that someone seeking survivor benefits
had, in fact, been in a common law relationship with the
deceased pensioner. It's quite another matter under,
say, the Income Tax Act where a new verification would
have to take place in every year that a common law
relationship was claimed.
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Q.

A.

A0454884_41-003958

What is the relevance of provincial law to a consistent
federal definition of "common law relationship"?
An example is income tax deductions for support payments. It
is provincial law that governs legal obligations of support
between spouses, including common law spouses, and the
federal Income Tax Act operates within that framework.
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MARITAL OR FAMILY STATUS

(Finance)
Recommendations 15, 16 and 17 call for amending the Income Tax
Act so that participants in a "common-law relationship" are
treated the same way as persons in a conventional marriage.
Q. Why is the government so reluctant to amend the Income Tax

Act along the lines set out in recommendation 15? Why
shouldn't common-law relationships and conventional marriages
be placed on the same footing under the Act?

A. Many of the provisions of the Income Tax Act apply to married
relationships as soon as they begin. It is clearly not
possible for the Department of National Revenue to apply
these provisions to common-law relationships. There is a
problem in defining a common-law relationship with regard to
such provisions.
While the report has suggested a definition of "common law
relationship" to include a year of continuous co-residence
and representation of the relationship as a marriage, these
are criteria not easily nor objectively verifiable by the
Department of National Revenue. To leave the definition of
status in the hands of those involved in the relationship
would be unfair to those in conventional marriage
relationships, whose situation is objectively verifiable and
is not subject to personal opinions.
Not all provisions of the Income Tax Act as they are applied
to conventional marriages are to the advantage of both
persons in the marriage. In the case of a common-law
relationship, there might be an inclination to time the
declaration of having that status to take maximum advantage
of the Income Tax Act. This would be unfair to those who are
in a conventional married relationship and who do not have
this option.
The Department is determined to ensure that the Income Tax
Act responds fairly to the genuine needs of Canadians. But
statute law is in its nature general in application; it
cannot take account of every individual situation. Ease of
applicability and verification are concerns of the government
as well, and moving too quickly with respect to the concern
raised in this recommendation could result in greater
unfairness to many people.

I
■

A0454884_42-003959

AGC-4830



I
I

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

- 41 -
©ISTINCTIONS BETWEEN LEGAL AND COMMON LAW SPOUSES

(Treasury Board)
Q. How have the federal service plans treated legal spouses and

common law spouses differently with regard to survivor
benefits under the federal public service pension plans?

A. Some federal service plans, including the Members of
Parliament Retiring Allowance Act, contain no provision under
which a common law spouse may become eligible for survivor
benefits. Other plans, such as the Public Service
Superannuation Act, which do provide for a common law spouse
to receive survivor benefits, base that entitlement on a
discretionary decision of the Treasury Board to recognize a
common law spouse as the surviving spouse for benefit
purposes.

Q. How will the Government remove such discrimination?
A. The Government will consider specifying the criteria for the

definition of common law spouse in the pension statutes
without a discretionary decision being involved. Amendments
will also be considered for those federal pension plans which
do not now provide for recognition of a common law spouse.
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MARITAL STATUS AND CHILDREN’S ALLOWANCES

(Treasury Board)
Q. Why was the marital status of children between 18 and 25

included as a criterion for payment of a child's allowance?
A. This criterion reflects plan designing done many years ago,

involving certain notions of dependency. There have been
changes in Canadian society and the approach to survivor
benefits philosophy since that time. It is now necessary to
bring the terms of these federal service pension plans into
line with current pension thinking in addition to addressing
Charter concerns.

Q. How many children will this change potentially affect?
A. In 1984, there were about 1700 student allowances being paid

■ under the Public Service Superannuation Act, and
approximately 100 under the Canadian Forces Superannuation
Act and RCMP Superannuation Act.
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SPOUSAL ALLOWANCE
(Health and Welfare)

Q. Why can’t the government extend the Spousal Allowance benefit
to all individuals in need between age 60 and 65?

A. The government is simply not in a financial position to
extend the program any further at this time. We do recognize
that there are other individuals in need in this age group
and when economic conditions improve, we will review this
matter again.

Q. Does the fact that one of the eligibility criteria governing
payment of the Spousal Allowance is marital status mean that
this program is contrary to the equality provisions under
s. 15 of the Charter?

A. The Spousal Allowance program has been extended over the
years to include more and more needy individuals including
the most recent extension to all widowed individuals. The
Charter was not intended to prevent the gradual extension of
help to specific needy groups, as the financial position of
the government permits.
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EMPLOYMENT EQUITY

Q. The Subcommittee added its voice to the chorus that says
enforcement mechanisms under the proposed Employment Equity
Act are inadequate. Why are you rejecting the Subcommittee's
recommendation that the Canadian Human Rights Commission at
least review affirmative action programs?

A. The Minister of Employment and Immigration has, I think,
dealt with this question time and again.
The proposed Employment Equity Act does, in fact, make it
possible for the Canadian Human Rights Commission to take a
much more active role in furthering employment equity for the
target groups — women, native peoples, the disabled and
visible minorities. The Act provides for fines of $50,000
for employers that fail to file annual reports on the
employment of target groups. And the Commission will be able
to use these reports to spot laggards and to initiate
complaints against them. A complaint can ultimately lead to
an order by a human rights tribunal to take specific steps
toward employment equity. Such orders are enforceable in the
Federal Court of Canada. This government prefers to try this
approach first and re-examine it in a few years to ensure
that it is working.

I
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This is not on the agenda for the review. Parliament made a
decision when this Act was adopted with all-party support in
1977 and this government's support for that decision has
since been reaffirmed by the Prime Minister.

Q. Equal pay for work of equal value is unpopular — to say
least — with employers, who see it as political or
bureaucratic interference with market forces that should
allowed to set wages unimpeded. When the Department of
Justice reviews the Canadian Human Rights Act, will the
repeal of equal pay for work of equal value be considered?
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Q.

A.

What is the difficulty with the definition of "establishment"
in equal pay for work of equal value? What is the effect of
the new definition proposed by the Canadian Human Rights
Commission?
Guidelines are adopted by the Commission and as Minister of
Justice I can not interfere. The Commission has been at some
pains to publicize its proposals, and I have no doubt it
would be glad to answer your question in detail.
[The definition used by the Commission until now has had a
strong geographic tone. Under the proposed new guideline,
an "establishment" would include all employees subject to a
common corporate personnel and compensation policy; it would
permit comparisons between groups in different divisions of a
corporation, for example, even if there were separate
payrolls, as long as compensation policy was laid down
centrally.
[As is pointed out in Toward Equality, Treasury Board already
interpretes "establishment" broadly as all employees in an
occupational group, regardless of geographical location.]
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EMPLOYMENT EQUITY
(Treasury Board)

Q. Why is the public service excluded from Employment Equity
legislation?

A. The government considers it unnecessary to make the federal
Crown subject to the legislation, as Treasury Board has
already taken the lead in the field of employment equity
through the 1983 Guidelines on Affirmative Action in the
public service. Bill C-62 will bring the federally-regulated
private sector and Crown corporations up to the level of the
Treasury Board as regards employment equity.

Q. If the public service is excluded from the Employment Equity
legislation, what assurances can you give that the public
service program will achieve equitable representation of
women, natives, disabled persons and visible minorities?

A. Federal departments were required to submit three-year action
plans containing numerical objectives and special measures to
the Treasury Board for their approval. My colleague, the
Hon. Robert de Cotret, President of the Treasury Board, has
requested that departmental progress in achieving their
Affirmative Action objectives be monitored closely and that
semi-annual reports be presented to the Treasury Board.
Deputy Heads, through the appraisal process, are accountable
for the successful implementation of Affirmative Action and
for achieving measurable results. The federal government is
committed to maintaining its leadership role in the pursuit
of equity in employment.

Q. Has the proposed program for Employment Equity, applicable to
firms with over 100 employees bidding for contracts on goods
and services valued at $200,000 or more, been implemented?

A. As the government indicated in its response to this
recommendation, directives and evaluation criteria for this
program are now being developed, and the proposed program
should be in place very soon. In addition, some suppliers
are federally-regulated and will, therefore, be covered by
Bill C-62.
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Q. Will this cost the government more money, i.e., will the cost

of goods and services increase?
Ao Yes. We can't expect the private sector to reorganize, to

replace staff, and to train new employees on its own. I
expect the overall costs of goods and services will increase.

Q. How does the government reconcile this with the latest
restraint exercise?

A. The government has clearly stated that employment equity is a
high priority. There are some things we must be prepared to
pay for, and employment equity is one of them.

Q. Why will foreign or sole source suppliers be exempt from this
requirement?

A. We have no jurisdiction over foreign suppliers and if there
is no other source available, we must use them. In the case
of sole source Canadian suppliers, we have no choice but to
deal with these firms until other suppliers are available to
bid on the requirement.

Q. What good will a Ministerial Citation for Excellence be?
A. I believe most Canadian employers want to be good corporate

citizens, and the citation will serve as valued public
recognition of this achievement.
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Q.

A.

EMPLOYMENT EQUITY
(Solicitor General)

Why does Bill C-62, the Employment Equity Act, not apply to
the RCMP?
Civilian employees of the RCMP are subject to Treasury Board
Affirmative Action policies and programs. In addition, the
RCMP has a special recruitment program for its regular
members. However, the RCMP is a bottom entry organization,
with promotion based on merit and seniority. There is
concern that applying employment equity legislation to them
might disrupt the efficiency of the Force by restricting the
merit criterion for recruitment and promotion within the
ranks of regular members.
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EMPLOYMENT EQUITY

(Finance)
Recommendation 69 calls for amendments to the Income Tax Act to
take into account certain expenses incurred by the disabled. The
cost of special aids and certain devices as well as the cost of
transportation necessary for purposes of employment would be made
deductible under this recommendation.
Q. What is the Government doing to respond to Recommendation

69? .
A. The last budget included provisions to substantially ease the

situation of many of the disabled, regardless of the nature
of their disability. We hope to move in the direction of
greater assistance for the disabled, consistent with the need
of the government to achieve its major economic goals.

AGC-4830
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EMPLOYMENT EQUITY

(Statistics)
Census meets special needs of employment equity program
Q. What special steps has Statistics Canada taken to enable the

Census to serve the needs of employment equity program
planning?

A. New questions have been added and components of categories
have been redefined for the 1986 Census in response to
Canadian society's changing need for information. The 1986
Census questionnaire contains several changes from the one in
1981. The category "black" has been added to the ethnicity
question ensuring a more complete count of Canada's visible
minorities. Questions relating to educational
specialization and aboriginal status have been added. It is
these questions, in conjunction with the other socio-economic
data collected by the Census, which will provide valuable
data from which employment equity programs can be planned and
evaluated.

Accurate counts of aboriginal people
Q. What is Statistics Canada doing to ensure a complete and

accurate representation of Canadian aboriginal people?
A. The 1986 Census has a special component, the Aboriginal

People Program, which is charged with ensuring that Census
results fully reflect the number and situation of Canada's
aboriginal population. Through this program, the assistance
and cooperation of aboriginal people (one of the target
groups for the employment equity program) will be sought to
ensure the accuracy of the Census results.
As well, a new direct question has been added to the 1986
Census specifically asking respondents if they consider
-themselves an aboriginal person or a native Indian of North
America. Special procedures during enumeration have been
adopted to ensure an accurate count.
These and similar initiatives will optimize the quality of
data on Canada's aboriginal people.
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Target group information
Q. Does Statistics Canada have information on the target groups

for equity employment purposes?
A. A significant amount of the required information exists in

the 1981 Census database and even more will exist in the 1986
Census database. However, a very large number of complex
special retrievals will have to be carried out in order to
provide the data at a level of detail useful for the
planning, evaluation and administration of employment equity
programs.
The Census is a reliable source and, in many cases, the only
source, of data on Canada's ethnic and religious groups and
communities. Statistics Canada has long recognized the value
of this data and sought to maximize their quality.

Quality of target group data
Q. What has Statistics Canada done to ensure the quality of its

data on the various target groups?
A. Statistics Canada has undertaken a number of new initiatives

to ensure the quality of Census data being collected in the
1986 Census year. The questions of the 1986 Census have been
translated into thirty languages, including many native
languages and dialects. The questions have also been put
into braille to aid the visually impaired to complete their
forms themselves. Both of these initiatives will promote
participation in the Census and should decrease the rate of
error and improve the quality of the answers given.
Statistics Canada's census team has also worked closely with
associations and groups representing various target groups in
society when formulating the questions. This close
association should improve the coverage of these groups and
thus the quality of data.

Identifying Canada's disabled population
Q. How will Statistics Canada identify Canada's disabled

population?
A. In light of the varied and complex conditions which lead to

disabilities, it is not possible to derive meaningful data on
the disabled from the very limited questions which a Census
can accommodate. Therefore, in anticipation of the demand
for extensive information on persons with disabilities, a
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"screening" question was added to the 1986 Census covering
disabilities in general. It is proposed that this question
be used to identify respondents for a follow-up survey which
would research the topic of disabilities in detail.
Without this proposed follow-up survey, data on the disabled
sufficient for the administration of employment equity
initiatives will not be available.

Costs of special census retrievals
Q. Is there a cost attached to the special retrievals to be

carried out on the 1981 and 1986 Census databases and if so
what is that cost?

A. The special retrievals from the 1981 and 1986 Census
databases could be carried out on a cost recovery basis for
$1.3 million over three years. The cost of these tabulations
will not be covered within Statistics Canada’s budget
therefore Statistics Canada will be seeking funding to cover
the cost of this special work.

Cost of post-censal disability survey
Q. What are the costs associated with the post-censal disability

survey? /
A. A disability survey of this magnitude could be carried out at

a cost of $9 million over 3 fiscal years. The cost of this
survey will not be covered within Statistics Canada's budget,
therefore Statistics Canada will be seeking funding to cover
the cost of this special work.
If carried out, the data would be available in the spring of
1988 with the rest of the Census data.

Update of 1986 census data
Q. Since the data from the 1991 Census will not be available

until 1993, will data relevant to employment equity
initiatives be provided to update the 1986 Census results?

A. While no survey can yield data which are as accurate as those
provided by a Census, estimates portraying the general
socio-economic conditions and labour market experiences of
target group members could be generated by a special survey.
Carrying out a survey of this magnitude would require the
application of additional resources.
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AGC-4830

EQUALITY ISSUES IN PENSIONS
(Finance)

Recommendation 27 called for amendment of the Pension Benefits
Standards Act (PBSA) to require the replacement of sex-based
mortality tables by unisex mortality tables for the purposes of
calculating pensions.
Q. Why has the government not proposed amendments to the PBSA to

implement Recommendation 27 in precise terms?
A. The provisions of C-90 provide for a more flexible approach

than that of Recommendation 27. The Bill ensures that a
person's sex will cease to be a factor in earning benefits,
whatever the means used by the pension plan to achieve this.
The proposals in Bill C-90 have been developed over a period
of time and after wide consultation. We believe they respond
fully to the needs expressed in Recommendation 27.
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PART-TIME EMPLOYEES PENSION COVERAGE

(Treasury Board)
Q. Will the pension provisions applicable to part-time public

servants be different than for full-time employees?
A. It is the government’s intention that the pension benefits

provided for part-time employees be equivalent, on a pro-rata
basis, to those available to full-time employees. This would
include the improved portability options and benefit vesting
after two years plan membership as proposed in the revised
Pension Benefits Standards Act, tabled in the House in
December, 1985 by the Minister of Finance. These changes
should accommodate the particular needs of part-time
employees.
It is proposed that eligibility for pension plan coverage of
part-time employees be based on a significant attachment to
the employer. The revisions to the Pension Benefits
Standards Act specify the measurement of that attachment on
an earnings or equivalent basis. Employees could become plan
members, for instance, after earning at least 35% of the
Yearly Maximum Pensionable Earnings (as defined by the Canada
Pension Plan) in each of two consecutive years; in 1986, that
amount would be $8,190.

Q. How many part-time public servants would potentially be
affected by extension of the Public Service Superannuation
Act to part-time employees?

A. It has been estimated that approximately 10,000 part-time
public servants could become members of the Public Service
Superannuation plan under the criteria specified in the
recently-tabled revisions to the Pension Benefits Standards
Act.

Q. What are the cost implications for the government of bringing
part-time public servants under the pension plan?

A. It will cost the government as employer the same percentage
of payroll to provide pension coverage for its part-time
employees as for full-time employees.
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SURVIVORS BENEFITS - CANADA PENSION PLAN 

(Health and Welfare)

Q.

A.

Why can’t the government amend the Canada Pension Plan
immediately to ensure that surviving spouse’s benefits are
awarded without reference to the age of the surviving
spouse?
The government recognizes that the current CPP survivor
benefits structure should be reviewed to ensure that it
reflects changing social conditions. A number of proposals
have been put forward but there has been no widespread
agreement to date on the best way to deal with the present
age-based structure. The government will be working closely
with the provinces to find an acceptable- solution to this
issue. It should be remembered that any major changes of
this kind to the CPP will require the consent of two-thirds
of the provinces having two-thirds of the Canadian
population.
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REMARRIAGE OF SURVIVING SPOUSE

(Treasury Board)
Q. Will the government take action to repeal those provisions in

its own pension plans that specify the cessation of survivor
benefits if the surviving spouse remarries?

A. The government supports the principles which lie behind this
recommendation. The revisions to the Pension Benefits
Standards Act, which the Minister of Finance tabled on
December 17, 1985, include a provision prohibiting the
termination of a surviving spouse's pension by reason of his
or her remarriage.
With respect to the federal public service pension plans, the
issue is being examined as part of the overall public service
pension reform process now in progress. Changes in these
pension plans would require legislative amendment.

I
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REDUCTION IN SURVIVOR'S PENSION

IF AGE DIFFERENCE GREATER THAN 20 YEARS
(Treasury Board)

Q. In how many federal public service pension plans is a
reduction in survivor benefits made when the surviving spouse
is twenty or more years younger than the deceased plan
member?

A. Five plans now provide for such a reduction:
Public Service Superannuation Act
Canadian Forces Superannuation Act
RCMP Superannuation Act
Defence Services Pension Continuation Act
RCMP Pension Continuation Act

Q. How many cases would be affected by repeal of this
provision?

A. During the period 1981-83 about 64 survivor benefits under
the Public Service Superannuation Act were reduced under this
provision. That is an average of 21 cases per year under the
Public Service Superannuation Act. The average age
difference in these cases was 22 years and in the majority of
cases (58 out of 64), the plan member had retired prior to
his or her death.

Q. What are the government's intentions with regard to repealing
the current reduction provisions in federal pension plans?

A. The government is reviewing this issue as part of its overall
review of public service pensions.
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SPOUSE ACQUIRED AFTER RETIREMENT OR AGE 60

(Treasury Board)
Q. Why is the government reluctant to permit payment of a

survivor’s benefit to a spouse who married the plan member
after he or she retired or reached age 60?

A. As we noted in our response, the government is concerned that
such a change would represent a significant augmentation in
plan costs for both the government as employer and plan
members. In addition, the provision of survivor benefits to
a spouse acquired after the member's retirement is virtually
unknown in pension plans in Canada.

Q. How will the government accommodate the Committee's
recommendation on this matter?

A. One way that this matter could be addressed would be the
provision of a joint and last survivor pension with an
actuarial adjustment. The option guarantees payment of a
benefit to the last surviving spouse, whether to the member
or member's spouse, regardless of when marriage occurred.
The actuarial adjustment reflects the guarantee being made
and responds to the costing concerns.
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IMMIGRATION

(Public Service Commission)
Q. The authors of the Equality For All report say that denying

permanent residents the same chance as Canadian citizens to
apply for public service jobs is discriminatory and contrary
to section 15 of the Charter. How do you respond?

A. Sure we discriminate. We discriminate in favour of Canadian
citizens. The main aim of this provision is to recognize
what you, I and all other Canadians cherish and value — our
citizenship. Citizenship in a democracy entails some duties
such as promoting the welfare of the community. But it also
carries certain privileges such as the right to vote. And
one of the legitimate benefits of Canadian citizenship should
be access to jobs in the federal Public Service on a
preferential basis. It is only reasonable that we recognize
the special value and standing of Canadian citizenship. If
permanent residents want the same rights and
responsibilities, let them apply for Canadian citizenship.
After all, we only ask them to wait three years before they,
too, can say, "Yes, I'm a Canadian and proud of it."

Q. Surely the government wants to have a first-class Public
Service, composed of the country’s most highly qualified
workers. Why shut out a segment of our population, namely
permanent residents, when they could make a valuable
contribution?

A. Using that argument, we could extend it even further and say,
"Why not find the best candidates in the world?" Obviously,
we would like to be generous. But the truth is, there are
thousands of highly qualified Canadians looking for jobs. We
can easily draw from the ranks of our own citizens and
produce a superior Public Service that's second to none.
Canadians are a well-educated, well-trained lot, anxious to
be put to work and pleased to serve their country. There is
no justification for looking further.

Q. It must be known to you, Mr. Crosbie, that the federal
government has actively recruited candidates from foreign
countries for some positions. It seems the government
changes the rules to suit itself.

A. What you are referring to is an exceptional situation where
we've not been able to find a qualified Canadian to fill the
job. Typically, it's in a highly specialized, scientific
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�/�, �� �1�,�,�;�� �������,�-�. �� �,���� �� �,�3�-�� �.�,�,���*�/���5�6

������ �(�6���� �� ���������� �� �������� �� �� �� �5��� �� �!�� �� ������ �� �0��� �*�!�"�� ���������!�"�� �� �)�������� �� �	���������!����
�"�!���!�D���������!�# �� �!�� �� ���� �"�������!���!���� �� ���� �� �����#�*�������������� �� ���!���"�� �� �!���G���� ������ �� ����
���"�"���#�����!�������* �� �-�����*�!���!�"�����!�����, �� �����) �� �"���� �� �)�� �� �5�������!���� �� �����!���� �� �!�� �� ����
���!���� �� �	���������!������ �� �#���������������"���$

���6�� ���0���*�/�� �,�7�� ���1�1�!�� �/�(������ �I�*�� �-�, �� �-�����. �� �/�, �� �=���*�/�0�7���� �0�/�6�� ���2������ �� �����-���.�0���-
�0�*�� ���-�/�0�/�1���.�� �/�, �� �+�����/���0�-�� ���.�2���-�/���4���* �� �,�7�� �+�0�/�0�E���-�*�(�0�5�� ���*�� ��
�����+�,�4�-�0�/�0�,�-�� �,�7�� �/�(�� �� �2���1������ �5�1���+���.�� �,�- �� �+�0�/�0�E���-�*�(�0�5�� ���� �� �����-���.�0���-
�*�,�+�0���/���6�� �����+�,�-�.�1���!�� �/�(�� �� �2�0���3�� �/�(���/ �� ���� �+�,���-�/�����>�*�� �������1�0�+�� �������2�0�+��
�*�(�,���1�.�� ���� �� �+�,�)�5�,�*���.�� �,�7�� �0�/�*�� �+�0�/�0�E���-�*�� �0�*�� ���� �� �-�, �� �)�����-�* �� �1�0�)�0�/���.�� �/�,
�����-���.���6 �� ���- �� �7���+�/�!�� �+�,���-�/���0���*�� �0�-�+�1���.�0�-�4�� �/�(�� �� ���-�0�/���. �� ���/���/���*�!
�������-�+���! �� �
�������/ �� �����0�/���0�-�� ���-�. �� �����*�/�����1�0�� �� �4�,�� ���2���-�� �7�����/�(���� �� �/�(���-
�����-���.���! �� �)���;�0�-�4�� �+�0�/�0�E���-�*�(�0�5�� ���� �����:���0�����)���-�/ �� �7�,���� ���-�/���� �� �/�, �� �/�(��
�������1�0�+�� �������2�0�+���!�� �-�,�/ �� �=���*�/�� �� �� �5�����7�������-�+���!�� ���*�� �3���� �.�, �� �(�������6
���(�0���.�1���!�� ���� �*�(�,���1�.�� �5�,�0�-�/�� �,���/ �� �/�(���/�! �� ���� �� �0�-�/�����-���/�0�,�-���1
�+�,�-�2���-�/�0�,�-�!�� ���-���,�-�� �� �*�����2�0�-�4�� �0�-�� �/�(�� �� �7�,�����0�4�-�� �*�����2�0�+���� �,��
�.�0�5�1�,�)���/�0�+�� �+�,���5�*�� �,�7�� ���� �+�,���-�/���� �� �)���*�/ �� ���� �� ���� �+�0�/�0�E���-�� �,�7�� �/�(���/
�+�,���-�/�����6

������ ������ �� �0��� �*�!�"�� ���������!�"�� �� �	�������!�����!���� �� �"�*���!���� �� �������� �� �������!�� �� �!�� �� ������
�"�������������������� �� ���� �� ���!���!���� �� �!�� �� ������ �� �������������* �� �0��� �*�!�"�� ���������!�"���� �� �%���������G��
�����!�� �� �������� �� �������� �� ���������� �� �"�������!�������� �� ���������*�� �� � �� �� �5���������� �� �����*���*�� �� ���� �� ������
� �����!�� �� ���� �� �-�����*�!���!�"�����!������ �� ������ �� ������ �� �5��� �� ������ �� ������ �� � �� �� ����� �5���"������ �� ����
�#�����/���"���������!���� �� �*�!���!�������!�������$

���6�� ���,���>���� �� �����*�,�1���/���1�� �� ���0�4�(�/�6�� ���� �� �.�, �� �*���1���+�/�� �+���-�.�0�.���/���*�� �,�-�� �/�(��
�����*�0�*�� �,�7�� �)�����0�/���A�� �/�(�� �� �����*�/ �� �:�����1�0�7�0���.�� �5�����*�,�-�*�� �7�,���� �/�(�� �� �=�,���6
���-�. �� �3���� �5���,�2�0�.���� ���:�����1 �� �,�5�5�,���/���-�0�/���� �/�, �� ���1�1�� �����-���.�0���- �� �+�0�/�0�E���-�*�!
�����4�����.�1���*�*�� �,�7�� �7���+�/�,���*�� �1�0�;���� �*���9�!�� ���4���!�� �+�,�1�,������ �,�� �� ���/�(�-�0�+
�,���0�4�0�-�6�� �����/ �� �)�����0�/�� �0�*�� �*�����=���+�/�� �/�, �� �� �� �-���)������ �� �,�7�� �1�0�)�0�/���/�0�,�-�*
���-�.���� �� �/�(�� �� �������1�0�+�� �������2�0�+���� ���)�5�1�,���)���-�/�� ���+�/�!�� �*���+�(�� ���*�� �/�(��
�5�����7�������-�+���� �7�,���� �3������ �2���/�������-�*�6�� ���(�,�*�� �� �)���- �� ���-�. �� �3�,�)���-�� �3�(�,�� �7�,���4�(�/
�2���1�0���-�/�1���� �/�, �� �.���7���-�. �� �,���� �� �7�������.�,�) �� ���-�.�6�� ���1�1�� �/�(���/ �� �,���� �� �+�,���-�/����
�*�/���-�.�* �� �7�,���� �;�-�,�3�� �/�(�� �� �2���1������ �,�7�� �����-���.�0���- �� �+�0�/�0�E���-�*�(�0�5�6�� �
�0�2�0�-�4�� ���-
���.�4���� �/�, �� �����-���.�0���-�* �� �,�2������ �5�����)���-���-�/ �� �����*�0�.���-�/�* �� ���-�. �� �-�,�-�������-���.�0���-�*
�7�,���� �5�����1�0�+�� �*�����2�0�+���� ���)�5�1�,���)���-�/�� �0�*�!�� ���7�/���� �� ���1�1�!�� ���� �����+�,�4�-�0�/�0�,�-�� �,�7
�/�(�� �� �5���0�.���� �3���� �(�,�1�.�� �0�-�� �,���� �� �+�0�/�0�E���-�*�(�0�5�6
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