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Mr. Speaker, according to the statisties provided by
Employment and Immigration Canada, 56 per cent of trainees
will take those courses under section 39. Tbose courses wilI last
an average of 16 weeks. And their costs are estimated at $234
millions for the fiscal year 1984-85.

Eligible trainees receive unemployment insurance benefits as
income support for tbe duration of the course. Tbe government
assumes part of the costs and the employers and tbe employees
the otber part witb their contributions. But the government
alone pays the entire cost of any extension of benefit granted
to a trainee to conclude bis training as weIl as the supplemen-
tary extension up to six weeks allowed to seek employment. It
is a large sum of money. But it is a sound investment in our
buman resources and an efficient mean of preparing our
unemployed for the labour market.

Mr. Speaker, let us now refer to the proposed cbange to
section 39. In its present wording, section 39 deals with the
attendance of beneficiaries to training courses which corre-
spond to their needs and may help tbem to increase their
earning capacity as well as tbeir "employability". Tbe submis-
sions are based on the labour market criteria establisbed under
the National Training Act.
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Bill C-221 would bring one change: instead of attending a
training course paîd for by the Commission, a dlamant would
simply be autborized to take a course. It is possible to link
courses traînees could take at their own expense with the
conditional enrolment policy.

According to that policy, a claîmant may, under certain
circumstances, attend a training course and receive unemploy-
ment insurance benefits provided for in Section 25. Here are
the conditions:

1) an employmnent counsellor certifies that the claimant cannot be enrolled in a
course under Section 39;

2) the claimant cannot ind a suitable job in a reasonable Iength of time;

3) the training course suggested would increase his chances of finding a job;

And those are cumulative conditions, Mr. Speaker-

4) he would leave the course if hie were offéred a job.

Pursuant to tbis Bill, claimants to wbom Section 39 applies
can receive unemployment insurance benefits or training
allowances, wbicbever are the higbest. Moreover, the period of
payment can be extended to 104 weeks if the trainee is
attending a course.

Tbe proposai is innovative. It is a step forward in tbat area.
We want to make sure that unemployment insurance funds are
used in the best way possible.

It also recognizes that training and retraining are vitally
important to allow our citizens to participate in tbe economic
upsurging.

Unemployment Insurance Act, 1971

Mr. Speaker, as Hon. Members know, since last December
the Minister bas been holding extended consultations concern-
ing the improvement of the Government's training and job-
creation programs. Several interesting suggestions have been
received from ail sectors of society. Witb bis Bill, the Hon.
Member is making a valuable contribution and is keeping us
abreast of tbe times.

In fact, the Bill and its consideration by the House will be a
very useful contribution to tbe review of the Unemployment
Insurance Act that was announced on November 8, 1984 and
to tbe improvement of training programs tbrougbout the
country.

[English]
Mr. Howard McCurdy (Windsor-Walkerville): Mr. Speak-

er, 1 congratulate tbe Hon. Member for La Prairie (Mr.
Jourdenais) for introducing tbis Bill. 1 regret that the Govern-
ment bas not taken tbe steps which it promised to take on
numerous occasions over the last few montbs. We beard rather
extensive discussion on tbe part of an Hon. Member on the
Liberal benches wbicb seemed to me to be a discussion aimed
at prolonging tbe debate and making sure the Bill was talked
out. However, 1 tbink the Hon. Member for Montreal-
Mercier (Ms. Jacques) made a valuable contribution. She
spoke for a sufficiently brief time to indicate that it was not
bier effort to prolong the debate nor to talk the Bill out.

Anyone with municipal council experience knows of unem-
ployed constituents wbo bave attempted to take initiatives to
improve tbeir education and training and, if on social assist-
ance or unemployment insurance, bave found themselves
tbreatened witb disqualification. If it sbould bappen tbat
under the National Training Act tbey bave to make a choice,
they wilI find that the benefit under that Act will provide them
witb allowances wbich are less tban social welfare payments.
The unemployment insurance arrangements are somewbat
better. However, the Hon. Member pointed out one of its
significant defects. There seems to be an inclination to deprive
the individuals involved of an opportunity to make their own
choice witb respect to wbat kind of training or education tbey
will pursue.

1 do not propose to take very mucb time. 1 just want to point
out bow consistent tbe Bill is witb a document wbicb was
produced by the Minister of Employment and Immigration
(Miss MacDonald) last December. It is really quite a marvel-
lous document. Most people wbo read it will find tbat it
contains a number of quite exciting ideas in respect of provid-
ing opportunities for those Canadians wbo want to work. I
think most people would agree that most Canadians want to
work and sbould be provided with opportunities to obtain
training and education to provide themselves with the where-
witbal to qualify for available jobs. However, 1 regret tbat the
document wbicb resulted from the discussion of this consulta-
tion paper, that is tbe agreement between tbe Government and
the provinces, wbile bigh on rbetoric is sligbt on specifics.
There is very little reference to many of the excellent ideas
proposed in the document of tbe Minister in wbich key ques-

COMMONS DEBATES 3937April 19,1985


