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Relocation of Railway Lines
I now wish to quote from a letter written by Damas and

Smith on the subject of the Winnipeg rail study. Lt reads
in part:

During the course of public meetings it became apparent that the
strongest opposition to the railway relocation came from those people
who own homes in or near the reception areas, i.e., the corridor into
which the relocaled railways would be placed (for example, the resi-
dents of Foxgrove Avenue in East St. Paul, and St. Michael's Road in
St. Vital) and who believe that this relocation would lower the value of
their property. Some sympathy for these people who feel themselves
directly tbreatened was also found amongst those whose homes are
remote from the reception areas and who would be less directly
affected but nevertheless allied themselves with the opponents because
they believe the proposed relocalion to be unnecessary and unjust.

It continues:
The proposal to remove the yards but retain the main lines in their

present locations is in effect wbat bas been referred to in the Railway
Relocation Study report as 'the Do-Nothing alternative'. Strictly speak-
ing the Do-Nothing alternative of the report was thought of as just
that-the alternative of doing absolutely nothing with the railways;
but it soon became obvious that even if the public were 10 do absolute-
ly notbing about railway relocation, the Raîlway Companies them-
selves would take action; and il seemed equally clear that the Railway
Companies would act with respect 10 their yards but not to their main
lines.

This suggestion may conflict with the provisions in the
bill. Event if the municipalities may flot wish to do any-
thing, the railways might do something on their own. I
continue:

Although a clear and reliable appreciation of the resuits of a
Do-Nothing approach to the raîlway problem can only be provided by a
detailed study, it is nevertbeless possible to speculate about such a
prospect, and to arrive at certain conclusions, bowever tentative and
unsubstantîated they may be.
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I mentioned the St. James corridor. One of our fears is
that some of the CPR yards or their freight facilities
might be moved adjacent lu a residential area, namely
Crestview Heritage Park and other areas off Sturgeon
Road in wesl Winnipeg. I have a descriotion of the proper-
ties the CPR has been acquiring. This is agricultural land
They have acquired some 172 acres adjacent to this resi-
dential property. The st thing we want in that area is a
classification yard or warehouse facilities for CPIR. This is
one of our main concerns in west Winnipeg. I quote:

For example, it is generally known that the CP Rail bas acquired
land in the Rosser Area for the relocation of their classification yard. I
can be assumed that the plans for this yard are designed to meet the
requirements of the CF and that the creation of a rational pattern of
land use for this sector of the City is a secondary considerstion, if
indeed it is a consîderation at aîl. Moreover, even if the classification
foniction is moved from the present CP Rail yard to the new location in
Rosser, the present yard will still be required for industrial support
and car storage, and will therefore remain in its presenit location. The
resoît of this Do-Notbing approach (on the part of the public) therefore
would be to create a new classification yard in Rosser wîlh possible
adverse effecta on the surrounding ares, as well as the retention of the
existing yard in ils present location. There would appear to be no real
advantage at sîl to the public in such a situation.

I quote from an editorial in the Winnipeg Tribune dated
October 29, 1973:

As the city's environment commîttee chairman, Abe Yanofsky, said,
Wînnipeg's prevîously anticipated cost of $20 million for rail relocation
is now $50 million. That means Ottawa would be excepled 10 psy
another $50 million or more. Add thal to the cost of belping other cîties
relocate their railways and the price becomes astronomical.

[Mr. McKenzie]

Il would be different if this was tbe only project the federal govern-
ment bas to worry about financing. But it isn'l. As an Information
Canada report said last year, federal and provincial government
departments are now in the position where tbey don't even try to tell
people bow government programs can belp tbem. As one off icial said:
"If the general population was aware of the services offered, the
goverfiment would go bankrupt."

Il would, of course, be nice 10 see the railways removed from the
downtown core and the city embarked on a massive reconstruction
program, wilb parks and byways and a generally planned environ.
ment. But can laxpayers generally afford il? Perbaps the lime bas
come to be realistic. As Coun. William Norrie said: "Rail relocation will
probably not bappen in your lifetime and mine."

If city hall really wants to save tbe taxpayers money, tbey could stop
lalking of relocating railways at a c051 of $100 million and gel on witb
the $13.2 million Sberbrook-McGregor Street Overpass before the price
goes up. That way, the savîng would be terrific.

There was considerable concern over rail line relocation
at the last tri-level meeting in Edmonton. I quote from a
news report in the Edmonton media:

A federal government program aimed aI aiding provincial and
municipal governments witb the cost of rail relocation Monday got a
crîtical reception by Manitoba Urban Affairs Minister Saul Miller and
Winnipeg Councillor Robert Steen.

Federal Urban Affairs Minîsler Ron Basford announced bere
Monday during the second national tri-level conference that the feder-
al governmenl will psy up 10 50 per cent of the net cosîs 10 the
railroads of approved rail relocation scbemes.

Mr. Miller said bis initial reaclion 10 the programt was "exîreme
disappoinîment." Coun. Steen said the announcement makes rail relo-
cation impossible.

"The ides of îbem only picking up 50 per cent of the net rosI 10 tbe
railway would put up tbe price of land (vacated by the rail lînes) 10
sucb an extent that the cosîs 10 Winnipeg and the province would be
exceedingly bîgb," Mr. Miller said.

"Wbetber Ibis land could Iben be used in a beneficial way is bîgbly
doubtful in my mind."

Mr. Miller said the Manitoba governmenl supports tbe princîple of
rail relocation in Winnipeg "if il makes economir and social sense."

"But if il means that we are paying $100 million or perbaps $50
million 10 simply move sometbing and Iben find Ibat the cosîs of the
land vacaled is £0 expensive thal we can't really use il in a proper way,
then frankly I am nol Ibal conVinced Ibal il is a good tbîng."

(The principle of rail relocation was first proposed by the now-
extinct Metro governmenl 10 gel railway facilîties out of the centre of
the ciîy and to free the land tbey now occupy for olber development.)

Mr. Miller said the federal program is a backward step because in the
original Winnipeg rail relocation sludy the federal government bad
sbared 75 per cent of the cost wilb Manitoba and Winnipeg picking up
71/ per cent eacb and the two major railroads f ive per cent eacb.

"Wbal you bave here is a regressive slep, and not aI alI a forward
step"-

Coun. Steen ... said Mr. Basford's announcement was "the moat
disappoînling tbing I bave beard at this conference."

He saîd the city bad been boping the federal government would pick
up a1 least 75 10 80 per cent of the total cost of rail relocation in
Winnipeg.

"As far as I am concerned, Ibis (announcement) finisbes the bopes of
rail relocation," Coun. Steen said îmmediately af 1er bearing the federal
minister's proposal.

Whelher thcir fears are justified is hard to say aI Ihis
time. The standing committee will certainly have its
hands full with this bill. The Damas and Smith report on
the Winnipeg railway study gives the advanlages and
disadvantages. Whether the figures contained in il are
realistic today, I do not know.

Those are just a f ew of the concerns of the people of
Winnipeg, the members of my party and myseif wilh
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