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(a) electronîc media-$22, 187.00

(b) print media-$6,565.75

[Translation]j

Mr. Evans: Mr. Speaker, I ask tbat tbe remaining questions
be allowed ta stand.

Mr. Speaker: Tbe questions enumerated by tbe Parliamen-
tary Secretary bave been answered. Shaîl tbe remaining ques-
tions stand?

Sonie Hon. Members: Agreed.

GOVERNMENT ORDERS
[English]

BUSINESS 0F SUPPLY

ALLOTTED DAY, S.O. 62-NON-CONFIDENCE MOTION-REVENUE
CANADA

Tbe House resumed cansideration of tbe motion of Mr.
Beatty:

That this House regrets the failure of the Government ta satisfactorily protect
the civil liberties of Canadian taxpayers in their dealings with thie Department of
National Revenue and oeils upon the Governrnent ta implernent without dclay
the recommendations of the Progressive Conservative Task Force on Revenue
Canada and, in particular, ta curtail the Departrnent's powers of search and
seizure under Section 231 of the Incarne Tax Act, ta guarantee taxpayers the
right ta a fair hearing on disputed reassessments befare having ta make
payments or post security, ta create a Taxpayers' Bill of Rights, and ta provide
an adequate systemn of appeals of unfair decisions concerning collections.

And of the amendment of Mr. Althouse ta remove tbe
period at tbe end of tbe motion and add tbe following words:

-and furtber, ta recognize the inequity of the appeal process by guaranteeing ta
taxpayers wha are succesful in an appeaî through the courts that their legal costs
will be paid for by Revenue Canada.

Mr. Vie Aithouse (Humnboldt-Lake Centre): Mr. Speaker,
just before the luncbeon adjourniment I introduced an amend-
ment ta tbe motion before us today. I noticed when I received
the "blues" over the luncb bour tbat when I introduced tbe
amendment, some Hon. Members seemed ta think that indeed
tbere were now guarantees wbicb recagnized tbe problemns of
taxpayers appealing tbeir cases before tbe courts. Tbey sbout-
ed that tbe Government would now permit Revenue Canada ta
pay legal costs wben taxpayers are proven ta be in tbe rigbt. I
bave a sligbtly different understanding of wbat is a guarantee.

I recognize tbat the Minister of National Revenue (Mr.
Bussières) bas directed bis Department ta pay tbe cast of sucb
appeals wben tbe Department is clearly in tbe wrong. How-
ever, I do not tbink tbat is a guarantee wbicb will be of any
good ta my constituents wbo run into difficulty next year, the
year after or 10 years from now. Indeed, constituents bave
experienced problems with tbe Minister and witb the Depart-
ment interpreting somnewbat differently tbat same law of Par-
liament. Wben 1 talk about guarantees, I mean guarantees in

Supply
the formi of a law or Bill passed in the House of Commans
wbicb makes it clearly understood wbere the responsibility lies.
This is what we wiIl be voting upon later this afternoon.

I sbould like to deal with some of the cases to wbicb 1
referred just priar ta the lunchean adjournmnent. For example,
a small farmer wbo is in bis late fifties or early sixties, bas
farmed ail bis life on a small acreage, raised bis family and bas
run into a succession of crop failures due ta bail and frost for
four years in a row, bas no cboice but ta go out and work. The
very fact that bie did tbis in bis late fifties or early sixties got
bim into trouble under Section 31 of tbe Incarne Tax Act. An
assessor in tbe Department decided tbat because crop failure
forced bimi ta go out and work, according ta tbe rules bie was
suddenly a bobby fariner, even tbougb bie bad lived and
worked on tbat farmi aIl bis life.

On the fiftb year, as luck would bave ît-and it was purely
luck-be sbowed a profit from bis crop. He bad tbat argument
ta make wben tbe Department decided to press its case and
take bim ta court. Tbe poor man bad no recourse but ta obtain
legal assistance from a lawyer and pay tbe legal casts. Tbe
case reacbed tbe point wbere the prosecuting attorney looked
at it and decided tbat there was really no case ta win in court.
Therefore bie telepbaned my constituent's lawyer and said:
"Wby do we not get tbe Department ta cbange the allocation
and, instead of putting bim under no lasses, allow bim ta
operate under tbe restricted farmi lass section?" Tbis meant bie
could bave lasses of up ta $2,500 per year. Since tbe différence
was somewbere between $3,000, the amaunt of tbe original
assessment, and $600 ta $700 under tbe new assessment, tbe
lawyer canvinced bis client tbat it was tbe way ta go. Instead
of being assessed at sometbing in tbe neigburbood of $3,000,
my constituent paid between $600 and $700 ta the Depart-
ment of National Revenue and a legal bill of sometbing over
$1 ,000. Had bie and tbousands of otber smail taxpayers been
guaranteed in law tbat tbe Department would be responsible
for paying the legal casts if the case were pursued, bie would
bave pursued it, showed that bie was indeed a farmner and liable
ta no taxation. Tbe legal costs would bave rested on tbe
shoulders of tbe Department ratber tban bis own. As it turned
out, bie paid out nearly as mucb in combined legal and tax fees
as bie would bave paid bad bie paid tbe original assessment.

* (1530)

Tbousands of small taxpayers are in tbis position. Tbey bave
tbe cboice of figbting the case and paying more in legal fees
tban wbat the assessment is, or simply caving in, paying tbe
assessment and writing it off to experience. It is necessary ta
bave guarantees written into the law of Canada, not into tbe
aperating procedures of tbe Department or leaving it ta minis-
terial discretion. Tbere sbould be guarantees from tbis House
of Commons tbat taxpayers' rigbts are clear and guaranteed ta
tbem.

I bave a number of other cases I want ta point out ta tbe
House ta sbaw wbere I believe tbe responsibiilty of tax collec-
tars and tax assessors bas been overrun. I cite tbe case of a
yaunger farmer wbo ran into some financial dîfficulties. His
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