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excepted upon the commission being satisfied
that "the employment is. having regard
to, the norma] practice of the employment,
permanent in character." In drafting the pro-
visions to give effeet to that principle, the
original Act, in clause (1) of Part II, excepted
ail employees of the Dominion of Canada who
fell under the provisions of the Civil Service
Act. But it was found that that was wrong,
because a considerable number of emplnyees
of the Dominion whose employment is flot
permanent in character do fa]] under the Civil
Service Act and should be permitted to avail
,hemselves of the benefits of this Unemplo-y-
nent Insurance Act. So the first amendment
,o clause 21 takes out the reference to
Dominion employees who faîl under the Civil
Service Act, and just beaves in the general
clause to the effeet that federal, provincial or
municipal employees shahl be exempted from
the Act if the commission is satisfied that
their empînyment is permanent in character,'"having regard to the normal practice of the
employment."

The second change which clause 21 brings
into effeet is this: it excepts from the excep-
tion, if I may so speakz, government employ-
ees who are employed in connection with a
public utility. In other words, it says that a
government employee who is employed in
confection wvith a public utility shaîl fa]] within
the purview of the Act, even though hie is a
government employee. The reasun for that
is that there are a number of municipal and
other bodies in this country which o*wn public
utilities, such, for instance. as the Toronto
Transportation Commission and the Hlamilton
Hydro Electric Commission. Empînyces of
private utilities have at ail times been under
this Act-both the empînyces and the private
utilities themselves. Ilonourable members
will appreciate how strange it would be
if, for instance, a man driving a street-car
in the city of Toronto, who is employed by
a public body such as the Toronto Transporta-
tion Commission. should ho exeluded from the
Ae-t w hile a nian drix ing a street-car in the
city of Montreal, an employe of the Mont-
real Tramways Company, a privately-owned
corporation. should be included under the
Art. In fact, I am given to understand that
there are even more striking examples than
that, and that in at least two cities, Ottawa
and Winnipeg, there are working side by side
two utilities, one owned by the public and the
other privately ow'ned. So honourable mem-
bers wjil see the reason. why it has been
thought advisable to exelude fromn the exemp-
tion. and bring within the four corners of the
Act, employees of public bodies employed in
connection with public utilities.

lion. Mr. HUGESSEN.

Then we come to the second and remaining
clause which is of considerable importance.
That is clause 22. Clause 22 does two things.
Under Part II of the First Sohiedule of the Act
as originally drafted, the onîy employees who
were hrnîîght within the Act were those earning
a remuneration of $2.000 a year or less. Clause
22 of the Bill increases that ceiling, if it may
be so called, from $2,000 to $2,400, so that for
the future employee.s earning $2,400 nIr less are
brought within the Act. In parenthesis I may
perhaps remark to the Senate that in similar
legislation in the United States the ceiling is
$3,000.

Hon. Mr. H{AIG: Can the honourable mem-
ber say why that change was made?

Hon. Mr. HUGESSEN: If I may be al-
lowed to proceed. 1 shahl give the explanation
in a few minutes.

The second change that is ýbrought about by
clause 22 is that it provides that for the future
aIl employees whio are paid at an hourly, daily
or weekly rate, or on a miloage hasis or at a
piece rate, shaîl be broughit in and cox-ered by
the Act regardiess of what the total amouint of
their annual remuneration may be. In explana-
tien of that I may say it lias been found very
difficuit in many cases to determine, where a
man is paid at an hourly, daily or weekly rate,
or on a mileage basis or at a picce rate. wlîother
his total remuneration amnounts to more than
$2.000 or less, and it has been thouglit advisable
to bring that wliole category of empinyees
w'ithin the four corners of the Act. In that
cunnection 1 mnay say that this amiendment
follows the principle of the Britisli unemiploy-
nient insurance legisiation. which places no
cci]ing at aIl on the total reinnieraLion paid to
inanual wvorkers, and brings thcm all under the
umibrella of unempînyment insurance.

Now, if 1 may dca] for a moment with the
ques~tion ao.ked by tlîe lionourabie senator from
WVinnipeg (Hon. Mr. Haig), I should like to
rcfer again to tlie Unenîpfloment Insurance
Adx isor 'v Cornmitlee. wlicl 1 nientioned at the
outset of my remiarks, and which represents
employers and emplnyces. Tlîat committee sat
in public upon the prol)osals contained in
clause 22. It gave notice, it sat in public in
the city of Ottawa, it heard representations
with respect te these proposed chianges, and
after fuI] and careful consideration unani-
mously recomniended these alterations. Thiat,
ini une sense at least, is an answer to my
lionourable fricnd's question as t, wliy thiese
ainendments are proposed. It may iinterest the
Sonate to know tbat it is estimated that if


