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Government Orders

I have said previously in questions in the Chamber, in
comments to other speakers and in response to inquiries from
the media that the elimination of the federal financial commit-
ment to the transport of grain destined for export is the single
most devastating element in a very difficult budget.

On February 27 the federal finance minister announced the
elimination of the transport support program which, just two
years ago, was providing $720 million a year. The grain on the
prairies is grown on land that is farther from port than in any
other export oriented grain growing country in the world.

I have been consulting with farmers and community leaders in
areas supported by the farm economy. During the consultations
we took out our pencils and calculators and looked at the
implications of the elimination of the Crow benefit in real,
personal and community terms. The only word to describe the
implications of the federal government measure was devastat-
ing, the word I used earlier.

In the province of Saskatchewan the loss of the Crow benefit
will mean that delivery costs from virtually every delivery point
in the province will increase by about $1 million a year.
Producers who deliver grain to local elevators will have addi-
tional freight costs deducted at the elevators equalling collec-
tively about $1 million a year. With reduced incomes of some
significance there is a net community loss that is unlikely to be
made up elsewhere.

That is the point the federal government failed to address in
the budget. The withdrawal of federal support will have an
immediate effect on countless communities, most of which will
have neither the resources nor the ability to make up the lost
funds.

In spite of my questions and the questions of others, the
federal government has not produced a single page of study,
evaluation or analysis to indicate or prove the contention of the
finance minister that the elimination of the financial support
will lead to greater crop diversification or enhanced value added
production capacity in these communities.

I draw attention to the speech yesterday of the Parliamentary
Secretary to the Minister of Finance who talked in glowing
terms about the elimination of the subsidy encouraging the
development of value added processing and the production of
higher value goods. He said that the elimination would result in
a more efficient grain handling and transportation system. He
said that the elimination of the Crow benefit would help
maintain our market access for grain sales in foreign countries.

No evidence has ever been produced to prove these conten-
tions. What is there? What analysis has been made to substanti-
ate these claims? Absolutely none. Not one shred of evidence
has been produced to give us any confidence that the investment
to replace the lost income from increased freight costs will
magically materialize. Every delivery point in Saskatchewan

must find $1 million a year in new revenues just to remain
where they are today. How many more peas can we grow? How
many more pigs or cows can we produce? How many new flour
mills, ethanol plants or breakfast cereal plants can we build by
this time next year to replace the $1 million per community that
is being taken out of our province by this single move in the
budget?
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There are a lot of unanswered questions which deal with the
future of my province and even the uncertain future of the
Canadian Wheat Board that are not being answered. Yet the
government is proceeding with great abandon to ensure that the
Crow benefit is gone before the end of the crop year. It is sheer
madness.

On virtually every other issue the Liberals talk about their
election promises, the red book promises, the guide to direct
them in policy matters, but nowhere in the red book do we see a
promise to get rid of the Crow benefit and bankrupt agricultural
communities with such swiftness. I quote the red book: “Our
goal is reducing input costs to make farming more valuable”.
What have the Liberals done? They have increased costs, not
reduced them as promised in the red book.

I have asked the Minister of Agriculture and Agri—food and
the Minister of Finance to postpone any actions on the elimina-
tion of their commitment and responsibility to the west until the
long term implications are well known, thoroughly reviewed,
and mitigating measures are outlined and debated. It is absolute-
ly crucial that we look at what the long term implications will be
before the decisions are taken in the Chamber by the members
who are sitting here today.

In the legislation before us the government is barrelling ahead
with the decision to kill the Crow without knowing what it will
mean to those most affected. The legislation gives the govern-
ment the authority to make a transition payment to the owners of
farmland in western Canada in lieu of the Crow benefit. Once
the legislation is passed and the process of making the payments
is in place, it will be very hard, indeed it will be impossible to go
back and assess how bad the damage will be. We have to defeat
the legislation if we are to make the proper assessments.

At the same time it is important to look at the specifics of Bill
C-76. There are three main problems with which I would like to
deal: the principle of the idea, the payout, and the process of
regulations. In principle the idea of providing $1.6 billion in a
payout is wrong. First, as I said, it should not be done. Second, if
the government insists on making the payout obviously it is very
inadequate.

Every member of the Chamber is aware that the Crow deal
was originally a condition of building the railway in return for
being given a lot of land on which they have made a lot of money
over the years. In return for the government building the railway
itself, the railway companies promised to ship grain from the



