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EXCISE TAX

SUGGESTED REMISSION OF TAX ON BUILDING MATERIALS IN
DISASTER AREAS

Mr. Bruce Halliday (Oxford) moved:
That, in the opinion of this House. the governmcnt should consîder the

advisabîlîty of remitting the excise tax levied on building materials used in the
course of repaîring and/or replacing building and other losses as a resait of
major naturai disastcrs so deemed by provincial authorities.

He said: Mr. Speaker, I rise today Io presenit this motion
which the House has just heard read. It arises from a disaster
which struck southwestern Ontario on August 7, 1979. It
involved two tornadoes that struck a number of counties in
southwestern Ontario. I have boiled down what 1 wanted to
discuss today, in essence, to a proposaI that the government
should consider rebating the federal sales tax it receives for
building materials sold to rebuild after natural disasters. 1
would suggest to the governiment that this is a form of
undesirable tax inasmuch as it levies a tax on those people who
have suffered a real loss as a result of something over which
they had no control. In the words of many it could be
considered an unjust or inhumane tax.

1 should like to speak to this in the total context of the
suggestion that this is a small part of the total disaster
assistance matter which is of concern to the federal and
provincial governments in Canada.

To put the mattler into the narrow fucus I want tu einphasize
today, it is my understanding there will be a response front the
government, probably from the Parliamentary Secretary to the
Minister of Finance (Mr. Evans) who, I hope, when he
addresses this question will not only tell us about what the
federal government does by way of disaster plans, because that
is very well laid out and is quite familiar to any of us who have
experienced a disaster in our constituencies, but will also
address himself to the question, either on his own behaif or, 1
would hope, on behaîf of the government, as to the morality or
the ethics of taking taxes from somebody who through no fault
of his own, is forced to spend large sums of money on a
rebuilding prograni heca use of a natural disaster.

The particular disaster that came close to me personally
began in southwestern Ontario on the evening of August 7,
1979, and involved two tornadoes. 1 eniphasize that this disas-
ter involved tornadoes, because most disasters in which the
federal government has been involved by way of assistance
have been floo ds. A flood in most cases does not create the
barrie level ot damage to an individual as does a tornado. What
I mean by that is that a person living in a rural area in the
business of farming who is subjected to a natural disaster wilI
probably be affected to a greater extent as a result of the
tornado than as the result of any other kind of disaster.

Many people in the counties of Oxtord, Brant, and Haldi-
mand-Norfolk Iost not only their homes but their businesses as
well, that is, they lost their barns, their implements and their
stock, as well as their income for the current year, namely, the
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crops. In many cases ail of those things were lost in just a
matter of a few minutes.

On that occasion there were two tornadoes about three-
quarters of an hour apart, running parallel six or eight miles
apart, for a total distance of about 50 miles.

As 1 make this plea to the government members today 1
would remind them of what Teddy Roosevelt said in the
United States a number of years ago, back in 1910. When
discussing the object of government he said, "The object of
government is the welfare of the people." 1 want to suggest
that if a government does indeed have the welfare of the
people in mind its main role is to protect those people against
things from which they are unable to protect themselves. A
second role of government today is to do for the people those
things they cannot possibly do for themselves.

Let me suggest to the parliamentary secretary and uther
members of the House that if the government is going to
protect the citizens of Canada, one of the things it must
protect them against is natural disaster. The fact that a
government would exact taxes from those same people who,
through no fault of their own, feli victim to a natural disaster,
is hard to believe; il is almost unconscionable. 1 hope the
parliamentary secretary will address himself to the propriety,
the humnaneness and the morality of a government taxing those
who have suffered loss.

My whole story can be quickly summed up in a letter 1
received from a gentleman in Woodstock by the name of Mr.
Williamt Graham, a vcry well-known citizen in that area and
across the country as he has been very much involved in the
chamber of commerce for many years. This letter was sent to
me on November 8, 1980, and 1 should like to read it:

This letter will confirma sorne of the discussions we have had over the past few
months since the tornado of August 7, 1979, devastated this part of western
Ontario and especially Oxford county.

As you know, at that tîme 1 was president of the Woodstock District Chamber
of Commerce and at prescrnt 1 amn Chairman of the Board of Trust of the
Woodstock General Hospital. 1 arn tîso president of a rctail business (Reg Hall
Ltd) and secretary-treasurer of a manufacturing comptny (Timberland Eqaîp-
ment Ltd). 1 arn also still involved with the Ontario and Canadian Chamber of
Commerce.

1 feel my pcrsonal involvemient in the community allows me to speak with
some authority as to how the federai governmcnt deait wjth thc above mentioncd
disaster.

1 would like to add here parenthetically, that this is essen-
tially non-partisan inasmuch as this disaster occurred when my
party was in government but was following rules, regulations
and agreements which were formulated by the former Liberal
government in 1970. 1 do not have any particular brief from a
partisan point of view as 1 present this particular problem. Mr.
Graham goes on to state:

1 feel 1 can also speak wîth authority on the sîde of those who were affcîcd as
my personal residence sustained damnage in cxcess of $40,000.00, and mny
personal loss for such things as landscaping, trees, driveways, excavating. tree
rernoval. etc. will amount to well over $ 10.000.00.

This was a man who was able to insure himself to the extent
he needed, but he still had a loss of $10,000 on things that
were uninsurable.
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