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community services to continue to receive unemploy-
ment insurance benefits while canrying out those fune-
tions.

The hon. member lias already informed us that no
Canadian should be penalized for undertaking sucli civic
duties as serving on juries or firefighting or things of that
nature. 1 fully agree; no one should be penalized for
carrying out bis civic duty.

It is not the unemployment insurance system that is
penalizing people for fulfilling their civic duty but the
provincial justice system. It is true that people serving on
juries are not eligible to receive UI.

An hon. member: Oh, oh.

Mr. Shields: I wonder if the hon. member could,
mnstead of speaking, open bis ears and listen and maybe
he will learn something. I was very quiet and listened to
the words of my hon. friend across tlie way. I will be
prepared to sit and listen to tlie words of this hon.
gentleman. Perhaps lie will just listen to what I have to
say.

It is true that people serving on juries are flot eligible
to receive UI benefits for tlie time they sit on the jury.
This is because they cannot be considered available for
work at that time. I will have more to say about that in a
brief moment or two.

I would like to point out that it is also true that the fees
paid to people for serving on juries in this country are
extremely low. For this reason someone receiving UI
benefits who serves on a jury is very likely to face
financial hardship when lie or slie is disentitled from UI
benefits. But it shoulIc also be noted that I do not believe
tliat any judge in the land would ignore a plea to be
excused from jury duty wlien one is seeking employment
and on unemployment insurance. T'hat shoulci be under-
lined.

1 have haci occasion to be in court rooms wlien judges
will excuse people from jury duty for a number of
reasons. If I were unemployed and was called for jury
duty and I went before the judge and explained that I was
looking for a job and that my UI would be cut off if I had
to serve, lie would excuse me from jury duty.

Let us briefly explore how the act applies to this
question. The Unemployment Insurance Act of 1971 was
enacted June 23, 1971. Aithougli numerous changes
have been made to it, this act forms the basis of the
current legisiation. Under the act claimants attest to
their entitiement to benefits on a bi-weekly reporting
card. Here they indicate that tliey are unemployed, that
they are capable of and available for work and unable to
find suitable employment. Those are the basic criteria
for receiving unemployment insurance.

This process of determining the claimant's eligibility is
not lirnited to wlien they file their initial or renewal
application for benefits but continues tlirougliout the
benefit period. Once a benefit period lias been estab-
lislied, claimants serve a two-week waiting period before
benefits start. Claimants must also show that no condi-
tions or circumstances exist that would disqualify or
disentitle that individual from benefits.

UI legisiation requires claimants who are receiving
regular UI benefits to prove that tliey are capable of and
available for work and that notliing prevents tliem from
immediately accepting any suitable offer of employment.
mhis is really the crux of the matter, and I would repeat
that again. île legisiation requires clainiants wlio are
receiving regular unemployment insurance benefits to
prove that they are capable of and available for work and
that notliing prevents tliem from inimediately accepting
any suitable offer of employment.

mbis is the test laid out in section 14(a) of the
Unemployment Insurance Act. mis requirement is man-
datory under the legislation and there is no discretion to
waive or vary. It imposes on each individual clainiant the
burden of proving availability for eacli and every day of
employment. mhe claimants primary preoccupation on a
daily basis is to become re-employeci. To that end a
claimant must be continually seeking work and be
immediately available to accept an offer of suitable
employment.

If a claimant is unable to accept employment immedi-
ately because lie or slie is serving on a jury there is a
strong presumption, I would submit, of non-availability.
However, as in aIl cases availability is evaluated on the
individual's circumstances. mhe decisions will vary ac-
cording to the particulars of the specific case.
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