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suppiement my income. for mortgage, utilities. taxes, repairs and generai upkeep.
Without the rentai income, 1 couid neyer afford to keep the house.

In Auguat, 1980, 1 paid off the mortgage-the accomplishment of a lifetime!
The increased market value seemed a Godsend; compensation for the previous
sacrifice. 1 was assured of security until 1 became a senior citizen in 1988, and
even after. 1 couid hardly beiieve it was mine and i had finally accompiished my
objective.

1 have neyer appiied for any assistance such as UIC or weifare, nor did 1 have
a grant for the insulation. It is absoluteiy contrary to my upbringing. bowever, as
a resuit of having my houae inaulated, and in view of my personai circumstances.
1 am asking now:

i. The federai government is offering up to $5.000 if the house test indicates
gas over .1 PPM and if you can prove medicai probiems therefrom.

1 had skin irritation, kidney (edema) and respiratory conditions previous-
iy-the symptoma with thyroid and arthritis are interreiated, thus 1 cannot
prove the UERI has caused them; however, having had a very bad winter,
who is to say it bas not greatîy increased or aggravated my probiems. But,
on the surface it would appear 1 wouid not quaiify for even a portion of the
grant.
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2. It has been suggested that people with medicai probiems move. Where to?
How can 1 rent, plus live on $278 a month, and plus my rentai income?

3. If I stay in the bouse. and continue to rent the suite, couid I be heid
responsibie if a tenant shouid have medicai probîems?

4. I understand estimates to compieîeiy remove the UFFI treatment of the 2
*SA& 4d, and restore the walis, perhaps change electrical wiring and boxes if
they have been affected, range from $14.000 - 25,000.

1 do not have the money for this. nor wouid I be able to obtain a loan at my
income ievei.

5. It has been weli pubiicized that the Research Councii advised against the
use of UFFI then why would the representatives of the people approve its
use; and having donc so, not accept full responsibiiity for the resuits?

6. Once approved federally, companies have to, be Iicensed and/or approved
proviscialiy and musicipaiiy; then why art the people not protected from faise
advertising and miarepresentation?

A Rapco Foamn brochure given to me in Aprii. 1978 indicates an R Value
of 4.35 per inch in summer; 4.80 in wister, "stays dry", -repeiis moisture;"
another indicates its chemicaiiy stable and another indicates an R Value of
18.12 (foam onîy) in a 3½/ isch wali cavity.

However, an Esergy, Mines and Resources bookiet, dated August, 1976
'Keepisg The Heat In" contradicta most of the information stiil being
advertised in 1978. The foam had then been derrated by 40% 10 account for
sbriskage; the R Value being 2.5 per inch and, "But may oniy be appiied tu
walls witb no insuiation whatsoever".

Rapco was aware mny house had somne fiber glass insuixtion.

7. As a bonus, my bathtub was insulated! Recentiy. 1 iearned UFFI contains
corrosive substances, attacks mortar and metal and promotes wood rot. Is my
bathtub being corroded? Are the two *SA& fours and joists with wood rot?

8. There is aiso a question of the toxic effecta on NA/SO *in3' recommend-
ed for treating wood cavities. The sodium berein could be harmfui t0 edema
patients.

1 know of one man who said hc would neyer use this on bis house as il wouid be
as dangerous as U FFI.

How can asy Ievei of government which bas approved and/or Iicensed use of
such materiai and aliowed advertising which bas been contradicted in 1976 to be
distributed in 1978, not be liabie ta those of us who feit responsibie esough 10

respond 10 conservation pressures being requested by our governmest, federaiîy
and provincially? How cas a $5.000 grant, ai moat, compensate for 30 years of
struggiing and erasing the future security of the citizens who respond t0 the
needs of the country? My home was the oniy asset of reai value I've been able 10
acquire in my lifetime. I await your response as to the amount of assistance your
ievel of governmest or party wouid assume is ibis regard:

-financially, to restore our property t0 proper market value; obviousiy
$5.000 is completeiy inadequate.
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-Are you prepared to support these home owners in obtaining justice where
it is due? Or wouid you preferably overlook the situation because it
happened to someone cisc?

As chiidren, our parents raised us to be honest, independent and compassion-
ate, to respect the rights of others, respect the law, police. and our country (my
only brother was kilied overseas in the RCAF. 1 served in the CWAC). In turn 1
try to teach my children similariy.

But the many changes in our country in the last few years frighten me; perhaps
it is time to realize our greatest fear is the justice, or lack of it, from within.

That letter was signed, "A very disturbed citizen". In it, the
widow asked what the différent parties were prepared ta do on
behaif of the UFFI home owners. 1 arn pleased that the critic
for aur party did flot cave in and want ta rush this matter
through when the provisions are campletely inadequate. The
position of the Conservative Party, however, falis far short of
what is required. It is outlined in a memo distributed by the
hon. member for Hamilton-Wentworth (Mr. Scott). It begins
by describing the remedial relief ta home owners with UFFI as
"woefully inadequate". That is very true. "Woefully inade-
quate" means that it is inadequate ta the point of being filled
with woe for the people who are supposed ta benefit from it.
The Conservative Party realizes this, yet continues ta support
it. It is filled with woe for the people wha are supposed ta be
benefiting from it because there is nothing in it for a great
many of them. Realizing that it was woefully inadequate but
that there were possibly some PR advantages, the Conservative
Party agreed ta give it speedy passage and minimal opposition.

The Conservatives have attacked the hon. member for
Comox-Powell River (Mr. Skelly) for trying ta hold up the bill
and get a decent deal on the matter. In return for giving
speedy passage-and every sweetheart deal has twa sides-the
Conservatives said that they wanted the government ta table
the regulations which wiIl administer the program. That is
very well and good. Second, they requested that a special
subcommittee of Parliament be struck immediately after Bill
C-109 was passed. My understanding is that the New Demo-
crats had already won that concession, and then the Tories
added an amendment which only further explains the conces-
sion that the committee be empowered ta recommend amend-
ments ta Bill C-109 and its regulations and that expert tes-
timany be heard into the whale subject matter of UFFI.

Mr. Fraser: Mr. Speaker, I rise on a point of order. 1 wonder
whether the hon. member for Cowichan-Malahat-The Islands
will permit me ta ask him a question.

Mr. Manly: 1 would be very happy ta attempt ta answer a
question at the end of my speech, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Fraser: Mr. Speaker, 1 think he should allow a question
at this point.

Mr. Manly: Very well, then. If the hon. memnber wishes to
ask a question, I will attempt ta answer it now.

Mr. Fraser: Mr. Speaker, 1 thought the hon. member rose in
the House ta make a speech about the bill. Instead, I have
heard nothing but complaints about so-called alleged positions
taken by the Progressive Conservative Party. The complaint
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