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IN ACCORDANCE WITH A MOTION, ADOPTED BY
THE COMMITTEE, ON WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER
21, 1983, THE FOLLOWING DOCUMENTS ARE BEING
PRINTED IN THIS ISSUE.

I DOCUMENTS SUBMITTED BY INDIVIDUALS

Letter submitted by ROSS J. BAVY, Neepawa, Manitoba.
(See Appendix “TRPT-232") p. 146A:2

Letter submitted by R.H. BELL, Fort St. John, British
Columbia.

(See Appendix “TRPT-233") p. 146A:3

Brief submitted by DONALD T.J. BENSON, Raymore,
Saskatchewan.

(See Appendix “TRPT-234") p. 146A:4

Letter submitted by DONALD E. BROWN, Swan River,
Manitoba.

(See Appendix “TRPT-235") p. 146A:7

Brief submitted by J.K. CHEGWIN, Swan River, Manitoba.
(See Appendix “TRPT-236") p. 146A:8

Brief submitted by KEN FOLSTAD, Archerwill, Saskatche-
wan.

(See Appendix “TRPT-237") p. 146A:9

Brief submitted by C.W. GIBBINGS, Westbank, British
Columbia.

(See Appendix “TRPT-238") p. 146A:11

Brief submitted by RANDAL HADLAND, Cecil Lake,
British Columbia.

(See Appendix “TRPT-239") p. 146A:16

Brief submitted by ALICE HECKSON, Peace River, Alberta.
(See Appendix “TRPT-240") p. 146A:19

Letter submitted by JOHN HOWARD, Brownlee, Saskatche-
wan.

(See Appendix “TRPT-241") p. 146A:21

CONFORMEMENT A LA MOTION ADOPTEE PAR LE
COMITE LE MERCREDI 21 SEPTEMBRE 1983, LES
DOCUMENTS SUIVANTS FIGURENT DANS LE
PRESENT FASCICULE.

I DOCUMENTS SOUMIS PAR DES PARTICULIERS

Lettre soumise par ROSS J. BAVY, Neepawa (Manitoba).
(Voir annexe « TRPT-232») p. 146A:438

Lettre soumise par R.H. BELL, Fort St. John (Colombie-
Britannique).

(Voir annexe « TRPT-233») p. 146A:439

Mémoire présenté par DONALD T.J. BENSON, Raymore
(Saskatchewan).

(Voir annexe « TRPT-234») p. 146A:440

Lettre soumise par DONALD E. BROWN, Swan River
(Manitoba).

(Voir annexe « TRPT-235») p. 146A:444

Mémoire présenté par J.K. CHEGWIN, Swan River (Mani-
toba).

(Voir annexe « TRPT-236») p. 146A:445

Mémoire présenté par KEN FOLSTAD, Archerwill (Saskat-
chewan).

(Voir annexe « TRPT-237») p. 146A:446

Mémoire présenté par C.W. GIBBINGS, Westbank (Colom-
bie-Britannique).

(Voir annexe « TRPT-238») p. 146A:448

Mémoire présenté par RANDAL HADLAND, Cecil Lake
(Colombie-Britannique).

(Voir annexe « TRPT-239») p. 146A:453

Mémoire présenté par ALICE HECKSON, Peace River
(Alberta).

(Voir annexe « TRPT-240») p. 146A:457

Lettre soumise par JOHN HOWARD, Brownlee (Saskatche-
wan).

(Voir annexe « TRPT-241») p. 146A:459
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Brief submitted by LORNE JACKSON, Riverhurst, Sas-
katchewan.

(See Appendix “TRPT-242") p. 146A:22

Brief submitted by VERNON R. JOHNSTON, Ogden,
Alberta.

(See Appendix “TRPT-243") p. 146A:26

Brief submitted by STANLEY KAMIENIECKI, Manning,
Alberta.

(See Appendix “TRPT-244") p. 146A:30

Brief submitted by MISS KIM KORVEN, Cabri, Saskatche-
wan.

(See Appendix “TRPT-245") p. 146A:32

Brief submitted by L.E. LEAHY, Fort St. John, British
Columbia.

(See Appendix “TRPT-246"") p. 146A:35
Letter and Appendices submitted by LAVERNE
LEWYCKY, M.P., Dauphin—Swan River, Dauphin,
Manitoba.

(See Appendix “TRPT-247"") p. 146A:36

Letter submitted by ARTHUR MORIN, Grandview,
Manitoba.

(See Appendix “TRPT-248") p. 146A:64

Letter submitted by KEN PIGOTT, Aneroid, Saskatchewan.
(See Appendix “TRPT-249") p. 146A:65

Brief submitted by PATRICIA A. REINDERS, Deadwood,
Alberta.

(See Appendix “TRPT-250") p. 146A:66

Resolution submitted by FRED W. SALIKEN, on behalf of
Humboldt City Council, Humboldt, Saskatchewan.

(See Appendix “TRPT-251") p. 146A:68

Brief submitted by MARC A. SCHINDLER, Gloucester,
Ontario.

(See Appendix “TRPT-252") p. 146A:69

Brief submitted by British
Columbia.

(See Appendix “TRPT-253")

IVAN SHUMUK, Vernon,

p. 146A:71

Mémoire présenté par LORNE JACKSON, Riverhurst
(Saskatchewan).

(Voir annexe « TRPT-242») p. 146A:461

Mémoire présenté par VERNON R. JOHNSTON, Ogden
(Alberta).

(Voir annexe « TRPT-243») p. 146A:466

Mémoire présenté par STANLEY KAMIENIECKI, Man-
ning (Alberta).

(Voir annexe « TRPT-244») p. 146A:470

Mémoire présenté par MISS KIM KORVEN, Cabri (Saskat-
chewan).

(Voir annexe « TRPT-245») p. 146A:472

Mémoire présenté par L.E. LEAHY, Fort St. John (Colom-
bie-Britannique).

(Voir annexe « TRPT-246») p. 146A:475

Lettre et annexes soumises par LAVERNE LEWYCKY,
député, Dauphin—Swan River, Dauphin (Manitoba).
(Voir annexe « TRPT-247») p. 146A:477

Lettre soumise par ARTHUR MORIN, Grandview (Mani-
toba).

(Voir annexe « TRPT-248») p. 146A:513

Lettre soumise par KEN PIGOTT, Aneroid (Saskatchewan).
(Voir annexe « TRPT-249») p. 146A:514

Mémoire présenté par PATRICIA A. REINDERS, Dead-
wood (Alberta).

(Voir annexe « TRPT-250») p. 146A:515

Résolution présentée par FRED W. SALIKEN, au nom du
Conseil municipal de Humboldt, Humboldt (Saskatchewan).
(Voir annexe « TRPT-251») p. 146A:517

Mémoire présenté par MARC A. SCHINDLER, Gloucester
(Ontario).

(Voir annexe « TRPT-252») p. 146A:518

Memoire présenté par IVAN SHUMUK, Vernon (Colombie-
Britannique).

(Voir annexe « TRPT-253») p. 146A:520



30-11-1983

Transports

146 : 5

Brief submitted by LYALL W. STONE, MacGregor,
Manitoba.

(See Appendix “TRPT-254") p. 146A:77

Brief submitted by JIM THOMPSON, Brandon, Manitoba.
(See Appendix “TRPT-255") p. 146A:78

Brief submitted by THADDEUS P. TREFIAK, on behalf of
Kelliher, Leross, Lestock Joint Committee, Leross, Saskatche-

wan.

(See Appendix “TRPT-256") p. 146A:100

Brief submitted by RUTH VEINER, Peace River, British
Columbia.

(See Appendix “TRPT-257") p. 146A:106

Brief submitted by JANICE VILCU, Midale, Saskatchewan.
(See Appendix “TRPT-258") p. 146A:108

Brief submitted by BILL ZETTLER, Portage la Prairie,
Manitoba.

(See Appendix “TRPT-259") p. 146A:109

Mémoire présenté par LYALL W. STONE, MacGregor
(Manitoba).

(Voir annexe « TRPT-254») p. 146A:527

Mémoire présenté par JIM THOMPSON, Brandon (Mani-
toba).

(Voir annexe « TRPT-255») p. 146A:529

Mémoire présenté par THADDEUS P. TREFIAK, au nom du
Kelliher, Leross, Lestock Joint Committee, Leross (Saskatche-
wan).

(Voir annexe « TRPT-256») p. 146A:548

Mémoire présenté par RUTH VEINER, Peace River (Colom-
bie-Britannique).

(Voir annexe « TRPT-257») p. 146A:555

Mémoire présenté par JANICE VILCU, Midale (Saskatche-
wan).

(Voir annexe « TRPT-258») p. 146A:558

Mémoire présenté par BILL ZETTLER, Portage la Prairie
(Manitoba).

(Voir annexe « TRPT-259») p. 146A:560
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1I DOCUMENTS SUBMITTED BY ORGANIZATIONS
AND PROVINCIAL GOVERNMENTS

Brief submitted by the ACTION GROUP FOR CROW
RETENTION, Prince Albert, Saskatchewan.

(See Appendix “TRPT-260") p. 146A:112

Letter submitted by the ALBERTA WHEAT POOL,
Calgary, Alberta.

(See Appendix “TRPT-261") p. 146A:127

Letter submitted by the CANADIAN FEDERATION OF
AGRICULTURE, Ottawa, Ontario.

(See Appendix “TRPT-262") p. 146A:129

Brief submitted by CANADIAN PAPERWORKERS
UNION, CLC—LOCAL 1120, Prince Albert, Saskatchewan.
(See Appendix “TRPT-263") p. 146A:130

Letter submitted by the CANADIAN PULP AND PAPER
ASSOCIATION, Montreal, Quebec.

(See Appendix “TRPT-264") p. 146A:133

Brief submitted by The CONCERNED CITIZENS OF
NOTUKEU LINE, Climax, Saskatchewan.

(See Appendix “TRPT-265") p. 146A:135

Brief submitted by The CROW COALITION, Regina,
Saskatchewan.

(See Appendix “TRPT-266") p. 146A:137

Brief submitted by The CROW COMMITTEE OF MACRO-
RIE, Macrorie, Saskatchewan.

(See Appendix “TRPT-267") p. 146A:158

Letter submitted by the GENERAL CHAIRMEN’S ASSO-
CIATION IN CANADA, BROTHERHOOD OF
LOCOMOTIVE ENGINEERS, Calgary, Alberta.

(See Appendix “TRPT-268") p. 146A:164

Brief submitted by the GOVERNMENT OF ALBERTA,
MINISTER OF AGRICULTURE, Edmonton, Alberta.
(See Appendix “TRPT-269") p. 146A:165

II DOCUMENTS SOUMIS PAR DES ORGANISMES ET
DES GOUVERNEMENTS PROVINCIAUX

Mémoire présenté par le GROUPE D’ACTION POUR LE
MAINTIEN DU TARIF DU NID-DE-CORBEAU, Prince
Albert (Saskatchewan).

(Voir annexe « TRPT-260») p. 146A:565

Lettre soumise par ALBERTA WHEAT POOL, Calgary
(Alberta).

(Voir annexe « TRPT-261») p. 146A:585

Lettre soumise par la FEDERATION CANADIENNE DE
L’AGRICULTURE, Ottawa (Ontario).

(Voir annexe « TRPT-262») p. 146A:587

Mémoire présenté par le SYNDICAT CANADIEN DES

TRAVAILLEURS DU PAPIER, CLC—LOCAL 1120,
Prince Albert (Saskatchewan).
(Voir annexe « TRPT-263») p. 146A:588

Lettre soumise par 'ASSOCIATION CANADIENNE DES
PRODUCTEURS DE PATES ET PAPIER, Montréal
(Québec).

(Voir annexe « TRPT-264») p. 146A:591

Mémoire présenté par CONCERNED CITIZENS OF
NOTUKEU LINE, Climax (Saskatchewan).

(Voir annexe « TRPT-265») p. 146A:593

Mémoire présenté par la COALITION DU NID-DE-
CORBEAU, Regina (Saskatchewan).

(Voir annexe « TRPT-266») p. 146A:597

Mémoire présenté par le COMITE DU NID-DE-CORBEAU
DE MACRORIE, Macrorie (Saskatchewan).

(Voir annexe « TRPT-267») p. 146A:622

Lettre soumise par la GENERAL CHAIRMEN’S ASSO-
CIATION IN CANADA, FRATERNITE DES MECANI-
CIENS DE LOCOMOTIVE, Calgary (Alberta).

(Voir annexe « TRPT-268») p. 146A:633

GOUVERNEMENT DE

Mémoire présenté par le
L’AGRICULTURE,

L’ALBERTA, MINISTRE DE
Edmonton (Alberta).

(Voir annexe « TRPT-269») p. 146A:634
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Letter submitted by INNER CITY COMMITTEE FOR
RAIL RELOCATION, INCORPORATED, Winnipeg,
Manitoba.

(See Appendix “TRPT-270") p. 146A:209

Brief submitted by KAI CONSULTING INC., Ottawa,
Ontario.

(See Appendix “TRPT-271"") p. 146A:212

Submission by LANDIS WHEAT POOL COMMITTEE,
Landis, Saskatchewan.

(See Appendix “TRPT-272") p. 146A:292

Brief submitted by MANITOBA HOG PRODUCERS’
MARKETING BOARD, Winnipeg, Manitoba.

(See Appendix “TRPT-273") p. 146A:298

Brief submitted by the MINING ASSOCIATION OF
BRITISH COLUMBIA, Vancouver, British Columbia.
(See Appendix “TRPT-274") p. 146A:308

Letter submitted by MORTLACH WHEAT POOL COM-
MITTEE, Mortlach, Saskatchewan.

(See Appendix “TRPT-275") p. 146A:316

Brief submitted by the NATIONAL FARMERS UNION,
DISTRICT 3, Rolla, British Columbia.

(See Appendix “TRPT-276"") p. 146A:317

Brief submitted by the NATIONAL FARMERS UNION,
LOCAL 613, Carrot River, Saskatchewan.

(See Appendix “TRPT-277") p. 146A:318

Brief submitted by the NATIONAL FARMERS UNION,
LOCAL 638, Wadena, Saskatchewan.

(See Appendix “TRPT-278") p. 146A:321

Brief submitted by the NATIONAL FARMERS UNION,
LOCAL 650, Prince Albert, Saskatchewan.

(See Appendix “TRPT-279") p. 146A:327

Brief submitted by the NATIONAL FARMERS UNION,
LOCAL 805, Dawson Creek, British Columbia.

(See Appendix “TRPT-280"") p. 146A:328

Lettre soumise par le INNER CITY COMMITTEE FOR
RAIL RELOCATION, INCORPORATED, Winnipeg
(Manitoba).

(Voir annexe « TRPT-270») p. 146A:678

Mémoire présenté par KAl CONSULTING INC., Ottawa
(Ontario).

(Voir annexe « TRPT-271») p. 146A:681

Soumission présentée par le LANDIS WHEAT POOL
COMMITTEE, Landis (Saskatchewan).

(Voir annexe « TRPT-272») p. 146A:751

Mémoire présenté par la. MANITOBA HOG PRODUCERS’
MARKETING BOARD, Winnipeg (Manitoba).

(Voir annexe « TRPT-273») p. 146A:758

Mémoire présenté par la MINING ASSOCIATION OF
BRITISH COLUMBIA, Vancouver (Colombie-Britannique).
(Voir annexe « TRPT-274») p. 146A:768

Lettre soumise par le COMITE DU SYNDICAT DU BLE
DE MORTLACH, Mortlach (Saskatchewan).

(Voir annexe « TRPT-275») p. 146A:776

Mémoire présenté par le SYNDICAT NATIONAL DES
CULTIVATEURS, DISTRICT N¢ 3, Rolla (Colombie-
Britannique).

(Voir annexe « TRPT-276») p. 146A:778

Mémoire présenté par le SYNDICAT NATIONAL DES
CULTIVATEURS, SECTION LOCALE 613, Carrot River
(Saskatchewan).

(Voir annexe « TRPT-277») p. 146A:779

Mémoire présenté par le SYNDICAT NATIONAL DES

CULTIVATEURS, SECTION LOCALE 638, Wadena
(Saskatchewan).
(Voir annexe « TRPT-278») p. 146A:783

Mémoire présenté par le SYNDICAT NATIONAL DES
CULTIVATEURS, SECTION LOCALE 650, Prince Albert
(Saskatchewan).

(Voir annexe « TRPT-279») p. 146A:789

Mémoire présenté par le SYNDICAT NATIONAL DES
CULTIVATEURS, SECTION LOCALE 805, Dawson Creek
(Colombie-Britannique).

(Voir annexe « TRPT-280») p. 146A:790
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Letter submitted by the NATIONAL FARMERS UNION,
REGION S5, Sinclair, Manitoba.

(See Appendix “TRPT-281") p. 146A:329

Submission by ONE TIMES CROW ASSOCIATION
INCORPORATED, Young, Saskatchewan.

(See Appendix “TRPT-282") p. 146A:330

Brief submitted by the ONTARIO FEDERATION OF
AGRICULTURE, Toronto, Ontario.

(See Appendix “TRPT-283") p. 146A:334

Letter submitted by ONTARIO PROVINCIAL GOVERN-
MENT, MINISTRY OF TRANSPORTATION AND
COMMUNICATIONS, Downsview, Ontario

(See Appendix “TRPT-284") p. 146A:338

Brief submitted by POS PILOT PLANT CORPORATION,
Saskatoon, Saskatchewan.

(See Appendix “TRPT-285") p. 146A:341

Letter submitted by R.L. BANKS & ASSOCIATES INC,
Washington, D.C., U.S.A.

(See Appendix “TRPT-286") p. 146A:356

Brief submitted by the RESEARCH ACTION AND
EDUCATION CENTRE, Regina, Saskatchewan.

(See Appendix “TRPT-287") p. 146A:359

Letter submitted by the RURAL MUNICIPALITY OF
ETHELBERT, Ethelbert, Manitoba.

(See Appendix “TRPT-288"") p. 146A:381

Brief submitted by the SASKATCHEWAN NEW DEMO-
CRATIC PARTY, Regina, Saskatchewan.

(See Appendix “TRPT-289") p. 146A:383

Brief submitted by SASKATCHEWAN RURAL AFFAIRS,
PLANNING & RESEARCH BRANCH, GOVERNMENT
OF SASKATCHEWAN, Regina, Saskatchewan.

(See Appendix “TRPT-290") p. 146A:389

Brief submitted by SASKATCHEWAN WHEAT POOL,
DISTRICT 6, SUB-DISTRICT 4, Regina, Saskatchewan.
(See Appendix “TRPT-291") p. 146A:404

Lettre soumise par le SYNDICAT NATIONAL DES
CULTIVATEURS, REGION 5, Sinclair (Manitoba).
(Voir annexe « TRPT-281») p. 146A:791

Soumission présentée par la ONE TIMES CROW ASSO-
CIATION INCORPORATED, Young (Saskatchewan).
(Voir annexe « TRPT-282») p. 146A:792

Mémoire présenté par la FEDERATION ONTARIENNE
DE L’AGRICULTURE, Toronto (Ontario).

(Voir annexe « TRPT-283») p. 146A:796

Lettre soumise par le GOUVERNEMENT DE L’'ONTARIO,
MINISTERE DES TRANSPORTS ET DES COMMUNI-
CATIONS, Downsview (Ontario).

(Voir annexe « TRPT-284») p. 146A:800

Mémoire présenté par la POS PILOT PLANT CORPORA-
TION, Saskatoon (Saskatchewan).

(Voir annexe « TRPT-285») p. 146A:803

Lettre soumise par R.L. BANKS & ASSOCIATES INC,
Washington (D.C.) E.-U.

(Voir annexe « TRPT-286») p. 146A:815

Mémoire présenté par le RESEARCH ACTION AND
EDUCATION CENTRE, Regina (Saskatchewan).
(Voir annexe « TRPT-287») p. 146A:819

Lettre soumise par la MUNICIPALITE RURALE
D’ETHELBERT, Ethelbert (Manitoba).

(Voir annexe « TRPT-288») p. 146A:832

Mémoire présenté par le NOUVEAU PARTI DEMOCRATI-
QUE DE LA SASKATCHEWAN, Regina (Saskatchewan).
(Voir annexe « TRPT-289») p. 146A:834

Mémoire présenté par AFFAIRES RURALES DE LA
SASKATCHEWAN, DIRECTION DE LA PLANIFICA-
TION ET DE LA RECHERCHE, GOUVERNEMENT DE
LA SASKATCHEWAN, Regina (Saskatchewan).

(Voir annexe « TRPT-290») p. 146A:839

Mémoire présenté par le SYNDICAT DU BLE DE LA
SASKATCHEWAN, DISTRICT N° 6, SOUS-DIVISION
REGIONALE N 4, Regina (Saskatchewan).

(Voir annexe « TRPT-291») p. 146A:856
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Brief submitted by SASKATCHEWAN WHEAT POOL,
DISTRICT 8, SUB-DISTRICT 6, Pelly, Saskatchewan.
(See Appendix “TRPT-292") p. 146A:409

Brief submitted by SASKATCHEWAN WHEAT POOL,
DISTRICT 15, Prince Albert, Saskatchewan.

(See Appendix “TRPT-293") p. 146A:412

Brief submitted by GEORGE TKACH AND COMMITTEE,
Regina, Saskatchewan.

(See Appendix “TRPT-294") p. 146A:425

Letter submitted by the TOWN
Shellbrook, Saskatchewan.
(See Appendix “TRPT-295")

OF SHELLBROOK,

p. 146A:432

Brief submitted by the VILLAGE OF RYCROFT, Rycroft,
Alberta.

(See Appendix “TRPT-296") p. 146A:433

Letter submitted by SASKATCHEWAN WHEAT POOL
COMMITTEE AND MEMBERSHIP OF WEYBURN,
Regina, Saskatchewan.

(See Appendix “TRPT-297") p. 146A:435

Mémoire présenté par le SYNDICAT DU BLE DE LA
SASKATCHEWAN, DISTRICT N° 8, SOUS-DIVISION
REGIONALE Ne 6, Pelly (Saskatchewan).

(Voir annexe « TRPT-292») p. 146A:861

Mémoire présenté par le SYNDICAT DU BLE DE LA
SASKATCHEWAN, DISTRICT Ne° 15, Prince Albert
(Saskatchewan).

(Voir annexe « TRPT-293») p. 146A:864

Mémoire présenté par GEORGE TKACH ET LE COMITE,
Regina (Saskatchewan).

(Voir annexe « TRPT-294») p. 146A:878

Lettre soumise par LA VILLE DE SHELLBROOK, Shell-
brook (Saskatchewan).

(Voir annexe « TRPT-295») p. 146A:885

Mémoire présenté par le VILLAGE DE RYCROFT, Rycroft
(Alberta).

(Voir annexe « TRPT-296») p. 146A:886

Lettre soumise par le SYNDICAT DU BLE DE LA SAS-
KATCHEWAN ET LES MEMBRES DE WEYBURN,
Regina (Saskatchewan).

(Voir annexe « TRPT-297») p. 146A:888
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APPENDIX "TRPT-232"

Neepawa, Manitoba

July 25, 1983

Miss Santosh Sirpaul,
Clerk,
Standing Committee on Transport

Dear Miss Sirpaul:

I am writing in regard to having the "Crow Rate" maintained
at its present rate. I believe this rate to be fair and equitable and
also it is non-negotiable.

In 1948 the "Macpherson Commission" recommended that CPR
be allowed to split up their vast holdings. The government of the day
passed enabling legislation and the hypocracy of this is beyond descrip-
tion.

Should the "Crow" rate fall by the wayside the effect on
farmers small businesses, villages, towns, and cities will be very
pronounced. C.P.R. owes at least 1 billion in deffered taxes. There
is no interest paid on this concession to the private sector, and also
these taxes are probably non collectable.

With all these taxes plus the gifts of land, loans, and
huge subsidies of money, rolling stock, it really means that the people
of Canada have a considerable equity in CPR. That these benefits have
flowed into the pockets of the shareholders of C.P.R. is one of the most
outrageous acts ever perpetrated on the citizens of Canada.

The C.N.R. also is not without guilt. They are in collusion
with the CPR have designed to bring about the desastrous situation that
myself as a farmer and the people of Western Canada in particular are
face with.

Yours truly,

Ross J. Bavy

Box 125

Neepawa, Manitoba
ROJ THO
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APPENDIX °‘TRPT-233’’

Bt .asSt33J6hn s &BL2C3
Aug. 9/83
9624-86A St.

To THE MINISTER OF TRANSPORTATION
MR. PEPIN:

I am writing this letter in regards to the proposed changes of the Crow
freight rates.

My farm is 45 miles from the nearest delivery point or elevator, which
cost me 30¢ per bushel to deliver wheat and 25¢ per bushel for barley.

So with the proposed changes to the Crow it will cost me 65¢ per bushel
to ship wheat, at today’s price for wheat this will only leave §3.35 per
bushel to cover the cost of production for wheat, and for me to make a living
with, which I cannot afford because the cost of production in this part of
Canada is $3.00 per bushel for wheat and if I was to grow barley I would lose
$1.60 per bushel with the present price we are receiving for barley.

What the Crow changes mean to me is that I will have to sell out rather
than lose what I have invested in my farm.

R.H. Bell
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APPENDIX ‘‘TRPT-234""

PERSONAL BRIEF TO HOUSE OF COMMONS TRANSPORT COMMITTEE REVIEWING BILL C-155

Having sat through four days at the Transport Committee hearings on the
Crow rate in Regina, I request an opportunity to put the following views
before the Committee:

Bill C-155 1is the most important issue to face Western Canada, and in
many respects Canada, since Confederation. The railroads were built to wunite
Canada, not divide it. Never before has a bill divided people across Canada

and caused food producers to turn against each other as has Bill C-155. Sir
John A. MacDonald and Wilfred Laurier would turn in their grave if they knew
the divisions that Bill C-155 1is causing. I7 think cthat: thesihurt  is

unnecessary and that it can be remedied by a realistic approach to a national
railway system that can be unparallelled anywhere in the world.

People 1left their harvest and their hayfields to come, at their own
expense, to present their views at the hearings. In some cases their crops
were destroyed by hail while they were at the hearings. With the hazards of
farming, we do not see why we should have our statutory rights taken away from
us and face a transportation cost many times more than we now pay. We wonder
how working people would like to sign open ended contracts for salaries, not
having any idea of what they might receive five or twelve months hence. This
is even worse when all signs point to a lessening of income for the farmer
rather than an improved income.

People are absolutely frustrated and afraid to face the future. The
spirit that helped our ancestors struggle from day to day through the
hardships, the pleasure of families working together, the neighbourliness, the
spirit that developed this country in a short space of one hundred years are
threatened.

Bill C-155 suggests to me that the federal government has forgotten that
people are our greatest natural resource. People on family farms have become
highly qualified in the production of a wheat product which is respected
throughout the world. Many outstanding citizens have been raised on the farms
of Canada and have become leaders in many fields.

The families working together built what is called the family farm unit,
whichis the base of the small towns of 300 - 600 population with schools,
hospitals, health centres, senior citizens homes, and a way of life that
cannot be compared to any other in Canada. Bill C-155 will see family farms
bought up by large corporations, operating with one hundred foot machinery,
and 600 horsepower tractors. People who would be gainfully employed in
agriculture will become welfare people in urban communities. Each of you
knows the consequences of that.



30-11-83 Transports 146A : 5

Faults Ihave with Bill C-155 are that it takes away the right of
transportation of grain being properly subsidized. All the natuons we compete
against have transportation systems heavily subsidized. It is unfair to
unload the burden of the transportation cost on the backs of the farmer. T
remind folks from Central Canada that every loaf of bread is subsidized by the
Western grain producer to the tune of 5 - 7 cents a loaf. We cannot
understand why you want to take away the legal right and the livelihood of the
western grain producer by destroying the Crow rate.

Some who speak on behalf of Bill C-155 support long distance hauling by
truck. As a municipal councillor for twenty-four years, 1 know the
detrimental effect of excessive hauling of trucks with heavy loads on the road
system. Mr. Roy Atkinson presented a map showing a delivery system of six
elevators in Saskatchewan. This would not only ruin roads, but the
Saskatchewan Wheat Pool.

In 1925 the Saskatchewan Wheat Pool was formed to bring equity to the
grain growers dealing with private grain companies whose main interest was
profit. We now have an elevator system which is paid for and which serves us
well. The Canadian Wheat Board was put in place by R.B. Bennett and Mr. J.
Gardiner in response to farmers who were absolutely frustrated with the
treatment they receiving in the selling of their wheat to the private grain
trade. Now both the wheat board and the Saskatchewan Wheat Pool are in danger
of being undermined by Bill C-155. The appointment of an administrator
entirely responsible to the Minister of Transport will interfere with the
marketing of the Canadian Wheat Board.

Mention was made during the hearings by a number of briefs of the car
order book and its importance to their particular operation. The car order
book was made available to producers during the early agreements. The problem
is that many carloads are loaded by the producers and shipped to Fort William
or Vancouver which may not be in demand on arrival at port, thus causing
:nnecessary delay to other car loads of grain that are in demand at a given
time.

Mention was made of the disadvantage of the livestock producer. There
! may be a need for subsidy for the livestock producer, but we object to it
' being done on the back of the grain producer. Payments must go to the
railways, or they can be dropped by government in response to criticism that
the farmer is getting too much, and they will not be effective in making the
railways perform.

During the hearings, Mr. Mazankowski often asked our choice of Bill C-155
or the status quo. There was consensus that Bill C-155 needs to be scrapped.
We do not even like to think about the possibility of passage of Bill C-155,

or its amendment. How can you amend something that has nothing to offer in
the first place?

v
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Any business, whether it be a grocery store, hardware store, service
station or doctor’s office cannot be run on the status quo. Every day
improvements are necessary; practices and procedures must be updated. Repairs
are required for both rail equipment and roadbed. I do not feel that the
answer of retaining the status quo is of benefit to anyone.

What we need is a system where we can all work towards building a
national transportation network that will last for many years to come. Over
the past ten years improvements have been made through the co-operation of
local producers, grain companies, railways, and the federal and provincial
governments. Record amounts of grain have been moved. Resources like potash,
0oil, lumber and coal all use the railways as well, and the overall income of
railroads have shown high profits.

We recommend that a Commission be appointed to work with the Canadian
Transport Commission and others who use the railroad to study ways to build a
system which can transport all the grain and still not disrupt the economy of
the producer. The Commission would recommend to government ways to build
improvements while leaving the Crow rate intact. The Commission would receive
input from railways, the Wheat Pools, Labour, the Canadian Wheat Board and
other resource shippers as well as governments. The Commission would be
headed by a person the calibre of Mr. Justice Emmett Hall. The Canadian
Transport Commission’s knowledge of accounting and rail costs is necessary.
While the Commission is at work, the shortfall should be paid directly to the
railways and proof of performance required.

We urge your Committee to recommend setting aside Bill C-155 and
establish such a commission to get started on such a co-operative approach as
soon as possible.

Respectfully submitted,

(Original signed by)

Donald T. J. Benson,
Box 28,

Raymore, Saskatchewan
SOA 3J0
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APPENDIX "TRPT-235"

Box 607
Swan River, Manitoba

July 18, 1983

Sir Paul Santosh

Room 514

180 Wellington Street
House of Commons
Ottawa, Ontario

K1A 0A6

Dear Sir:
Swan River Pool Committee would 1ike to submit a brief at your
transporation meeting in Winnipeg, August 4, 1983.

Swan River Pool Committee held a public meeting on February 22, 1982

which drew a crowd of 250 people.

We had speakers invited from Manitoba Pool Elevators, N.F.U. and

the Manitoba Government.

This meeting passed a resolution that the Crow rate agreement not

be changed.
1. Because farmers can not afford the increase cost.

2. Railways have been well compensated with land grants, money and

rich resources.
3. Grain is becoming smaller % of total traffic.

Yours truly,

Donald E. Brown
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APPENDIX "TRPT-236"

Box 1208
Swan River M.B.

July 16, 1983
Transportation Hearing Committee

Dear Sirs:

I wish to record the fact that I am convinced the Crows
Nest Rate should not be changed.

The basic reason is that the natural resources and land that
the railways - especially the Canadian Pacific Railway, received in
exchange for the established statute rates have paid and are still paying
hansomely. Furthermore they accepted this as a package deal and presently
the C.P.R. should not be allowed to split the Rail earnings from the
earnings from the resources.

If there be need to spend money to speed up train traffic
especially in the Rocky Mountains, 1ittle of this should be charged to
the grain traffic which is only about 12% of the total traffic and
percentage-wise is diminishing and because it is export grain which is
a large factor in our balance of trade and the farmers are a very small
percentage of those who receive their income from industry related to
grain production. Also even without a further burden the average farm
income is lower than most other workers in the related industries.

If the freight rate on grain were to be an increase of 5 x
crow it would be an extremely heavy burden on the prairie economy.
Bringing it to home; for us in the Swan River valley it would almost
be the end to economic production of cereal grain. This would even be
worse if the rail line to the part of Churchill and facilities there are
not upgraded to handle hopper cars.

If the railway companies need more money then the public
treasury should pay it to them. The farmers and the prairy economy
cannot afford it nor is it their responsibility as they are contributing
their share to the Canadian economy.

Respectfully,

J.K. Chegwin
P.0. Box 1208

Cuian Diviaw Mani+nakb.a
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APPENDIX "TRPT-237"

(TYPED FROM HANDWRITTEN LETTER) July 16th, 1983
Box 253
Archerwill, Sask.
SOE 0BO

Mr. Maurice Dionne, M.P.
Chairman

Transport Committee
House of Commons

Ottawa, Ontario

Dear Mr. Dionne,
Enclosed is the brief I would Tike to present to the Transport
Committee on the proposed Crow Rate changes.

Thank you very much for hearing what my feelings on this subject
are.

Yours truly

Ken Folstad
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I wish to state emphatically that I am, and will remain, totally
opposed to any change to the Crow Rate structure.

I earn my living as a small farmer, producing some grain, but my
main income comes from livestock production.

I feel that any changes to the Crow Rate can only lessen my
chances for survival in the highly competitive world of livestock pro-
duction.

I would also 1ike the Transport Committee to know that I do not
agree with the stand taken by the Canadian Cattleman's Association,
or the Saskatchewan Stock Growers' Association, and I am sure there
are many hundreds or even thousands of small Tivestock producers
who would agree with me.

We read in the papers, and hear on the radio, about farms
in financial problems.

These reports are more commonplace every day.

To drain more money from farmers to pay for railway expansion
that clearly benefits other businesses and industries as much or
more than agriculture is simply not fair or justifiable.

I urge this committee to reject the Pepin Plan for Crow
change and to recommend that the Present Statutory Rate for
shipping grains be left as agreed, for perpetuity.

Thank you

Ken Folstad

Box 253
Archerwill, Sask.
SOE 0BO
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APPENDIX ‘ ‘TRPT-238’’

Notes for Submission by C.W. Gibbings to the Standing Committee on Agriculture

As some of you may know, I have recently retired from my position as
Commissioner of the Canadian Wheat Board. That has given me a few months to
sit back and take something of an cutsider’s view on what is going on in the
grain industry.

During those few months I have tried to keep track of the progress of Bill C-
155. That has not been difficult. Every farm newspaper or radio station, not
to mention city and national media, seems full of the latest chapter in the
so-called ‘‘Crow Debate’’.

My own views on the Crow have been well known, and a few months of retirement
and my new role as an outsider has not changed them. I believe the Western
farmer should pay no more than Crow. If the door is opened to changing the
rate, it will stay open, and farmers will have no protection against further
increase. Since the farmer in Canada, like his colleagues around the world,
is generally outvoted, the answer to whether he is paying enough will always
be no.

Why is the government permitting itself to be involved in such acrimonious
debate over provision of support to such a vital group of people as grain
producers? On one hand, I understand the government is providing $783 million
this year to Via Rail, which is losing money because not enough people want to
use it. On the other hand, we have a national debate about spending $651

million on the rail system for handling grain because people do want to use
: &

I do not necessarily wish to debate what should get money and what should not,
although I must observe that the government’s new industrial policy is
apparently to pick the winners and then support them. Prairie grain exports
are obviously a winner for Canada, and justify all the support they can get,
especially in light of the considerably greater support enjoyed by farmers in

our major competing countries. If money is short, 1let’s spend it on the
winners.

I do not know exactly what the so-called ‘‘Crow Gap’’ is. There seems to be
considerable disagreement on this point. But for the sake of argument, we
will assume it is in fact $651 million. That is indeed a lot of money, but it
is not so large when placed in context of overall government expenditure. In
fact, the government’s total expenditure through Transport Canada will be $1.3

billion for 1983-84. Again, a lot of money, but only four percent of the
government’'s total budget.
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I was surprised to learn that figure. When one reflects that Canada would not
exist without a large and efficient transportation system, one would not think
it wunreasonable that the government spend ten or twenty percent of our money
on the very thing that keeps us together.

Nevertheless, there are those who feel Canadian farmers should be treated
differently from the rest of the population that use transportation
facilities. Those people do not pay a full compensatory rate when they travel
on the Trans Canada Highway, or walk into an airport, or take a passenger
train, and as far as I know they do not demand to do so.

But for grain farmers, it’s supposed to be different. The best way to do
things, we are told by some, is to have the farmer pay full compensatory rate
for his grain, and to receive his Crow benefit directly through a cheque in
the mail. The theory behind this is that this will be so high as to actually
discourage him from shipping his grain out of the country. Instead, he will
keep his grain back in the country and feed it to livestock. We are not told
who will buy this extra livestock, but that is a small point. Of course,
there is not just livestock feeding; there is secondary processing. We are
not told what will be processed, but that is also a small point.

We are also told this system will lead to production of more special crops.
Well, last year, only about one percent of the cultivated acreage in Western
Canada was devoted to special crops. If that were to increase by even 50
percent for most of those crops, the market just wouldn’t be there and prices
would fall to the point it would not be economical to produce them. Crops
like canary seed have been very successful for a few growers on a small
acreage. But there are only so many canaries around, and most of them aren’t
big eaters.

Perhaps I am being a little cynical. But it must be recognized the economic
benefits that some have touted from the pay the producer option are very
nebulous, and I understand even Dr. Gilson has suggested at these hearings
that the benefits have been exaggerated.

What 1is particularly unfortunate in this debate is the intemperate posture
taken by the proponents of ‘pay the producer’. They accuse the Wheat Pools of
attempting to protect their own interests by favouring direct payment to the
railways, while pretending their own position is an altruistic one of
promoting economic development in Western Canada. The fact is their position
is anything but altruistic. Most of these people are not grain producers.
They have their eyes on a piece of that $651 million, and they know they will
be able to get it if the payment is made to producers. If it is made to the
railways, the benefit goes where it belongs--to the farmer who needs
assistance in getting his grain over a long and difficult route to market.

Of course, we should be striving for secondary processing in Western Canada,
and perhaps providing assistance for it where necessary. But we have to be
realistic. Perhaps the best example is the flour milling industry in Western
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Canada. Flour moves at Crow, so there should be no disincentive to milling in

Western Canada. But the industry has virtually disappeared, largely because
overseas customers do not want to buy flour any more. They are the same as
us. They do not want to buy bagged flour and frozen beef. They want to

develop their own economies, and they do that by building their own mills,
their own oilseed crushing plants, and their own livestock feeding industries.
They import raw materials from countries like ours because they cannot produce
them on their own. We cannot realistically expect this to change.

My point is: By all means encourage secondary processing where it makes sense
and where there is a market, but do not encourage it at the expense of the

grain producer. The pay the producer option, or its so-called freedom of
choice variation, is a shotgun approach to a problem that should be handled
with an air rifle. Let’s build on our strength as a grain producer and

exporter, and treat the side issues separately.

In this regard, the government should seriously reconsider its decision to put
a ‘Cap’ on shipments of over 31.1 million tonnes. Even in the crop year just
ended, Western farmers shipped about 33 million tonnes. Under the proposed
bill, freight on that extra two million tonnes would have cost farmers about
one-third as much as the freight on the first 31. In a year when grain prices
in real terms were at their lowest point in decades, that could have been an
intolerable burden. A scheme 1like this is hardly designed to encourage a
successful grain export industry. The ‘Cap’ should be removed, and producers
encouraged to increase exports for their own benefit and for the benefit of
the rest of the country.

If the government is looking for the funds to finance this extra commitment, I
can suggest a modest but significant start. It could dissolve the Grain
Transportation Authority, which is costing $1.7 million this year. When this
organization was started in 1979, there was a ‘Sunset Clause’ which was to
allow for the GTA to be disbanded when it had outlived its usefulness. I
would suggest it is time for the government to let the sun set.

The GTA was established to correct perceived unfairness in the Wheat Board’s
distribution of rail cars for non-Board grain. We now know the Board was, if
anything, too generous with its distribution of cars when they were short
during the 1977 to 1979 period. Within a few months of the GTA taking over
the allocation process, the car supply increased while the supply of grain
decreased. Since the spring of 1980, there have most times been plenty of
cars to meet requirements for non-Board grain.

Yet the two years that followed the GTA’s takeover of car allocation were far

more difficult and divisive than the previous two when cars were short. The
GTA went through a series of new and different allocation procedures which
were especially difficult for the marketers of rapeseed. The grain was

available, the cars were available, the sales were there, but those who were
selling rapeseed could not get enough cars to meet their requirements. The
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GTA involved itself with various marketing problems such as that of unpriced
rapeseed entering the elevator system.

Well, after two years, the GTA finally ended up with exactly the same sales-
based allocation system the Board left it with. But that period showed the
kind of disruption that can result if the GTA gets involved in someone else’s
business. Unpriced rapeseed may have been a problem, but it was a marketing
problem, and as such was none of the GTA’s business.

The reason the Wheat Board and others such as myself are making
representations like this to you is that we do not want to see similar
problems resulting from an expanded GTA interfering in the much larger and
more important business of marketing Wheat Board grains.

As this committee has been told before, it is imperative that grain sales and
grain transportation not be separated. The Canadian Wheat Board must be able
to arrange transportation of its own product, or it cannot fulfill its

obligations to Western grain producers or their customers overseas. The
Board’s marketing success depends on its ability to make day-by-day or even
hour-by-hour decisions on grain movement. Its flexibility must not be
compromised.

There are a 1lot of reasons for the Wheat Board’s success, but my experience
has shown that one of the most important is that it is at arm’s 1length from
government. Customers appreciate that it is operating as a commercial
organization, and is strictly in the business of getting grain from the farmer
to the customer. It is not an instrument of ever-changing government economic
or foreign policy. The pitfalls of allowing government policy to become
entwined with the grain business have been clearly demonstrated in the U.S.

This whole Crow debate is a disturbing step in this direction. The government
is mistakenly trying to solve a specific problem--the need to expand grain
export capacity--with a non-specific solution which will theoretically lead to
economic development in other areas. We have a group of individuals in the
GTA and in Transport Canada whose abstract economic principles tell them that
the grain industry has gone the wrong way over the past hundred years. They
want to see the transportation system in a certain configuration, and they
expect farmers, the grain companies, the Wheat Board, and our customers to
adjust to accommodate it.

I suggest the reverse approach be taken. Let the transportation system
develop to meet the needs of the people who areusing it. That is the approach
that makes real economic sense, and the government should allow it to proceed
by keeping bureaucracy out of the grain business. The government quite
correctly has concerns about things like performance guarantees and monitoring
of railway costs. These can be accommodated very well through existing
agencies like the Canadian Transport Commission.
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The government has repeatedly stated it will not remove existing
responsibilities from the Canadian Wheat Board. Yet it proposes to open the
door to do so with the expanded GTA provided for in Bill C-155. If the

government is sincere, why does it not demonstrate this
agency, thereby firmly 1locking the door on the

effectiveness will be eroded at the whim of
responsible to grain producers or their customers.

Thank you.

by eliminating the new

possibility the Board’s
individuals

who are not
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APPENDIX ‘‘TRPT-239’’

Parliamentary Committee;
Hearing into the Crow Rate;

Gentlemen of the Committee:

I thank you for the opportunity to express my opinions on the question of
whether or not the Crow rate is an anachronism that is hurting the progression
of Canada toward its place in the sum of economic prosperity, or an
institutionalized necessity in maintaining a socially, philosophically, and
economically cohesive mnation. I am a grain grower, farming in the British
Columbia portion of the Peace River country, but my wife and I also raise
clovers and fescue. All of our produce is hauled either thirty five miles to
the Fort St. John terminus of the B.C.R., or forty five miles to the C.N.R.
tracks in Dawson Creek. We live in the community of Golata Creek, and know
well the rages and ravishes of financial swings in the fortunes of grain
farming.

This community was decimated in the late 60’s and early 70’s as the rush
to more economic farm units hastened the death of smaller family farms. In
tne late 70’s the community stabilized because of a couple of years of prices
that could sustain a farm families reasonable expectations. Needless to say
the community feeling was also decimated, and only gradually are we now
starting to begin functions that would restore a semblance of community pride
and vigour, which must exist before a feeling of Canadian identity and pride
can be established. I do not tell you this because I believe that your
primary interest is in the doings, great and small, of the community and
individuals of Golata Creek, but because I believe that it should be. We are
one of the small communities, made up of grain and livestock producers that
will be affected by, and therefore must affect your decisions. I do -not
suggest that I am speaking for anyone else. I am simply giving you my opinion
of what is happening here and now in the area I have chosen to call home.

While I do thank you for this opportunity to participate in the
democratic process, I realize that this is incredibly short of any ideal, and
far short of anything that could be called fair, comprehensive or even open.
I trust you agree that the inquiry you form is at best a hasty makeshift
substitute and cannot possibly deal in any thorough way with the complex
multiplicity of factors that are the make-up and fabric of Canadian society as
it pertains to the Crow.

In your sittings you will hear the same arguments by the railways
promising to deliver if they only get enough money to ensure a profitable
business and shareholders dividends.

The same agruments by C.P. Coal on the subsidies it is paying to the
farmers through its own cost of transport.
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The same nonsense as I got from the Liberals recently about the smallness
of the present value of grants and subsidies paid to C.P. since its inception.

And depending of course on the desires and obligations of the
interpreters of the agreements of 1881, 1897, and 1902, that C.P. Ltd. has or
has not fulfilled its obligations.

And that there has been enough talk and it is time for action.

Gentlemen, I would remind you that if Killing the Crow is a form of
action then leaving it alone is also a form of action. Perhaps it is time,
after all the talk, for a decision. But just before a decision is made, based
on the submissions of concerned Canadians who can whip together a
comprehensive and intelligible brief given two weeks notice, and also meet you
in one of the five major cities you have seen fit to travel to, let us check a
couple of things.

- How much in financial, dollar for dollar terms are what groups in what
regions of Canada, under each of the options open to Canadians is change
versus no change, going to be beneficial to Canada as a whole.

- In financial terms, as it relates to the question of anachronsim versus
institutionalized necessity, how many more dollars would be generated towards
social benefit by taking the dollars out of the farmers income and putting
them towards rail development, rather than towards farm input costs spent at
local, regional, and national 1levels. Farm inputs 1like seed, spray,
fertilizer, lumber, clothing, vehicles, farm machinery, and amongst other
things, food.

- I understand it to be accepted economic theory that no member of society
can benefit from one course of social action, more than it can compensate the
losses of others caused by that social action. This is after all a finite
society, even though it has infinite possibilities in the future. In other
words, would C.P. Ltd. be held responsible to society for having taken that
money, again, out of the national menetary flow, especially when all they have
been held to in the past is their national pominence as major contributor to
the covvers of party campaign funds? Would the other industries that require
the additional tracking and the general upgrading of rail services, be able to
compensate the farmers, or the farming related industries, the segments of
society benefitting from farm expenditures, to the extent that the latters
losses would be deemed acceptable? What loss is ever deemed acceptable?

If I might emphasize this another way gentlemen. There may be a handful
of farms in this area that are not already for sale, simply because of the
poor immediate prospects of farming, but I could not come up with that many.
Farmers are not expanding, those that are not being forced into selling
everything, are trying to cut their loss in order to stay on the, their, land,
by trying to sell some of it.
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This, before the additional costs of increased freight rates is even
considered. How would those farm families if they 1lose their 1land be
compensated? How will the grocery clerks and hardware store owners be
compensated for the loss of their customers? Would Canada benefit from having
skilled and semi-skilled wage earners thrown out of work in farm-related
industries, not to mention the farm families themselves, in order to create
jobs driving spikes? If so by how much? Would it be a lot or a negative
figure? Even if it is a lot, would it be enough, financially speaking, to
compensate for the social upheavel of another mass migration to the urban
centres like Vancouver, Regina, Edmonton, Winnipeg, or Ottawa?

That socially and philosophically cohesive nature of society might
undergo some small stress if the death of the Crow proved to be the straw that
broke the back of the proud and independent Canadian families that really
would rather be farming.

None of which is to suggest that the rail lines don’t need to be improved
to the extent generally agreed upon. Rather it is to bring to your attention
a few of the specifics which are a part of the onerous task you have taken
upon yourselves, and to suggest that unless you have the answers, in specific
detail, to those questions, then more time is required to accumulate the
answers. If you have them then I apologize for wasting your time. On the
other hand, I’'m sorry that, in the time available, I have been unable to
quantify for you the value which society places on my, and other farmers,
time, or the exactitudes of impacts that would be felt across Canada. If you
have the answers then I would appreciate being directed to them.

As a Canadian farmer I might be able to accept that my contribution to
society is less than the equivalent investment of a shareholder in C.P. Ltd.,
but I would need proof. As do you. If society believes, not if C.P. Ltd.
believes, that the Crow should die, that C.P. has fulfilled it’s obligations,
that western grain farmers are anachronistic, and that the social value we add
each year is, in' ratio, =less! than: : the ¢ cost nto:nC.Ps. ioriigovernment;sof
maintaining the Crow and the rail system, then you may have no choice, but
don’t expect to wring the money out of viable farm families.

Weigh the consequences very carefully gentlemen. If you cannot tell who
is going to have benefit, and who is going to have cost, and by how much, then
no decision can in good faith be made. If you have not the answers in their
particulars, when you go back to Parliament, then I would ask you all to
resign from this committee, rather than submit to the pressures of political
expediancy.

Thank you again gentlemen, and I wish you the best success.
Submitted by Randal Hadland
P.0. No. 62,
Cecil Lake, B.C. VOC 1GO
(Original signed)
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APPENDIX "TRPT-240"

My father fought for his country in the first world war and
my husband in the second world war. They were both fighting hope-
fully for a democratic country.

They also both homesteaded in the Peace River country of
Alberta, so were instrumental in helping open up a new land.
They were not easy years for either one but after the sounds of
guns the peace of the country looked good.

When my father filed on land he was promised a railroad
within a few miles of the land he chose, however due to political
manouvers this was not to be and he was forced to haul his grain
40 miles and cross the big Smokey River to get his grain to the
railroad.

Today after 64 years we are still hauling grain up to 70
miles from that area and we are still opening up new land.

_ There was a time my father shipped wool and got a bill for
freight instead of a check. Another time this happened with
chickens.

If we lose the crow rate I forsee this happening again but
with grain. We have always had to pay freight on farm supplies
to run our farm, and also to pay freight on goods we sell. We
have had however a contract with the Railways to haul our grain
in perpetuity from the elevators to port at a set rate in return
for billions of dollars in land, mineral right and cash. This
contract or Railway Act gives the government of the day the right
to see the railway perform. However, the government of the day
have given in to pressures from the Railways and been convinced
the Railways are losing money due to inflation. Nothing has
been said about the farmers losing money due to inflation or about
the number of farmers going under every day. We can see where
the Gov't sympathies lie. As a result the Gov't has come up
with a bill that will allow the railway to break their contract
and as a result hand the railways more money and force farmers
to Pay more money to ship their grain.

Even if the Gov't is convinced the Railways are losing
money, it does not give them the right to break a contract
made when homesteaders were opening up this country.

No Right

We have been getting propaganda from Pepin's office (at
our expense by the way) with lots of promises if they get this
bill passed. Such as they will make the railways perform (they
don't now why would they later), another promise they won't allow
freight charges above 10% of the price of grain (We don't have
that much left now after expenses) plus other promises.
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Why would we believe a government that would be willing to sell
us down the road by killing a contract we already have. Are

they
hear
bill
that
like
they

going to keep any future promises? I doubt it. A1l we

is, How are the railroads going to be paid? One thing this
guarantee us is that the railroads will get more money and
the farmers will pay more money. I have 2 sons that would
to get into farming but they know if we lose the crow rate
might as well forget it.

I would just Tike to say we cannot and should not be asked to
pay more.

I ask you, is this the freedom my father and husband fought for? I
think not.

Alice Heckson
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Brownlee, Saskatchewan

July 22, 1983

Maurice Dionne, M.P.
Chairman Transport Committee
Room 261, West Block

House of Commons

Ottawa KI1A 0A6

Dear Sir:

The manner in which your government has set up the
Transport Committee Hearings is a disgrace. It makes a monkey of
democracy. I understand that the government would have liked to have
dispensed with the hearings altogether.

I can find no public notice sponsored by the government
in any paper, daily or weekly. This in stark contrast to the flood of
government propaganda promoting the bill. How can you have a proper
hearing when most people didn't even know about it?

No sooner was parliament adjourned and the hearing was a
reality so was the deadline for people to notify you that they wanted
to put in a submission. Then it had to be complete and in your hands
within 3 weeks of parliament closing. I ask you, is this enough time
to do the research and prepare a proper submission? Is this the usual
time given to prepare submissions to Commons committees? You may also
know that this is the busiest time on the farm. There is little time
left to work on submissions or attend hearings. It makes it even more
inconvenient when one must drive to only one location to do it.

According to my M.P. the committee must have its work
finished by the fall session.

For these reasons it is obvious to the people of this
province that to the government these hearings were just a formality
(or as Mr. Pepin would put it an exercise) to make it seem that
democracy is served.

I repeat this is disgraceful behavior and cannot be
tolerated from a democratic government.

Yours truly,

John Howard

John Howard

Box 84

Brownlee, Saskatchewan
SOH OMO
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APPENDIX °‘ ‘TRPT-242’’

A BRIEF,

To be presented to the
TRANSPORT COMMITTEE HEARING
in Regina, Saskatchewan

by

Lorne Jackson, Farmer

Riverhurst, Saskatchewan
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In submitting this brief on Bill C-155, I will be examining a
variety of different, but to me, related topics.

I suggest that this 1legislation seems to be following a pattern.
When one listens to news broadcasts, Canadians from coast to coast seem to be
of the opinion that the Federal Government cannot draft good legislation. I
also keep in mind that one does not have to be a chef to be a judge of
cooking.

Changes to ‘‘the Crow’’ could be to correct perceived problems. In
justithree areas:

- the railways say they are not receiving enough money
- farmers worry about getting their grain moved
- cattlemen see a price disparity in feed grains versus export grains

I suggest that some are not interested in 1looking for a good
solution to the railway problem. They bemoan the fact that it costs more to
mail a letter than to move a bushel of wheat. Anyone faced with moving 3000
letters at the same time to the same address would, I suggest, bundle them
together so that the Post Office will move for less than 10 dollars what could
have cost close to 1000 dollars. Some ask how can you expect to move grain in
1983 at 1883 prices. That can be answered in two ways. Due to technology,
goods can be moved more cheaply, or farmers are expected to grow wheat in 1983
for 1883 prices.

Railways receive not only the freight rate, but rehabilitation money
and branch-line subsidies. When one compares total revenue received for the
train miles involved in grain haulage with the revenue received and the train
miles involved in moving other bulk commodities such as coal, some might
consider that grain compares very favorably.

We hear that the railways make money hauling commodities such as
coal, potash, and sulphur but lose money on grain. This past year the volume
of grain handled went up, but the others, due to the economics of the times,
went down. It intrigues me that wunder this condition the railways could
announce increased profits.

I will list several loosely related ideas concerning grain movement.

- one of the maxims of the free enterprise system is that surpluses of
a commodity result in lower prices, shortages cause higher prices

- in years of high production, some farmers, usually younger farmers
with fixed expenses have to sell every bushel while the older
established farmers consider it poor management to clean out the
bins, so they hold back for higher prices

23403-2
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- some want a transportation system that will move all the grain in
peak years, disregarding the carrying costs of equipment sitting
idle the rest of the time

- agriculture in the United States is reported to be looking at a 20
Billion dollars subsidy this year

- we have had 1large carryovers before and the transportation system
has been criticized

- during surplus periods, the United States government has promoted
sales to the point they will not be undersold. Even if we had given
our wheat away, they would have come up with a better deal.

Last year we had petroleum supply shortages and this year we have price wars.
Maybe transportation is not the problem some farmers worry about.

In examining the cattlemen’s concern about price disparity, we have
a historical example we can follow. A few years ago, governments provided low
rate loans. If the aim was to expand livestock production, that was a good
idea because farmers went for it. Were the cattlemen grateful? If we lower
the cost of another component, feed, the ensuing surplus, with related drop in
price leads one to say that history never should be lived twice.

Some of us here today will be referring to specifics such as the 31
million tonne cap, the 80% payment to producers, or the historical percentage

of rail cost to price. I think of the expression, ‘‘cannot see the forest for
the trees’’. I would like to introduce a few other topics.
In this country, we pay lip service to a ‘‘User Pay Policy’’. Due

to subsidies, railway maintenance has become a federal responsibility.
Trucking of grain is being promoted. Roads are a provincial responsibility.
Higher volumes of trucked grain would increase costs to the provinces both in
capital costs of better road surfaces and in more maintenance. Just as the
Federal government is shedding its level of costs, the Provincial governments
will do the same. One avenue open to them is the licence fee structure. If
the people promoting changes to ‘‘the Crow’’ are consumers, then they must
assume that they are not going to be picking up the tab, that farmers are
going to absorb the costs.

We hear of a *‘‘Cheap Food Policy’’. In dealing with the movement of
grain from the farm gate to the consumer we must consider the per mile cost of
trucking is greater than the per mile cost of rail hauling. It seems rational
that the closer we can push rail hauling to the farm gate the better.

Farmers are not thought of as the poor country cousins they once
were. If they are making money, is it as farmers, or is it as the owners of
real estate? When land changes ownership, one can hear reference to money
coming in from other countries. One can think price hikes have little to do
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with profits in farming. If changes to ‘‘the Crow’’ are an attempt to tap the
farmer’s pocket, I suggest that the hand is dipping into the wrong pocket.

It might be interesting to check what goes on in other countries.
Countries like Brazil might like to have a rail grid. I think I heard the
government policy of Argentina is that there is no tariff on the movement of
gtain to export position. Due to the naviagable river system, grain can
travel in the United States at rates lower than our ‘‘Crow’’.

In analysing the results of changes to ‘‘the Crow’’, I am reminded
of a question a teacher asked. ‘‘A farmer has 20 sheep in his pasture and 6
jump out. How many are left?’’.

Young Billy piped up, ‘‘None’’.
The teacher said, ‘‘Billy you don’t know your arithmetic’’.
Billy said, ‘‘Teach, you don’t know your sheep’’.

I expect others are presenting briefs today that document the
economic effects the changes to ‘‘the Crow’’ will have on their farms, and
their communities. I could do that too. I could comment on the effects
certain changes would have on the elevator system of handling grain. L am
going to refer to how the Canadian Wheat Board can be affected.

Many farmers like the security of the Wheat Board handling wheat.
Some like to gamble a little and use non-board grains for that purpose. Plans
promoting payments to producers enhance the production of grains other than
wheat. Most of these are not under the Wheat Board. If the general aim of
changes to the ‘‘Crow’’ is to encourage the production of wheat for export,
then payments to producers is not a good idea.

Some comment on the ways BILL C-155 leaves the wheat board open to
direct attack. I rarely hear reference to the variety of covert ways the bill
attacks board marketing. Is it sufficient to say that most groups favoring
producer payments are not supporters of board marketing schemes?

Changes to ‘‘the Crow’’' affect production, handling and selling of
grain. If changes are ever put into law an analysis can probably identify the
group that prodded the government into making the change. when one considers
the sources of investment capital, one cannot believe that it is anyone who is
promoting the industrialization of the West.

I will close with a statement I heard. ‘‘One never increases the
economic well-being of an area by cheapening its basic product.’’
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APPENDIX ‘ ‘TRPT-243’’
R.R. No. 1, Odgen, Alberta

Aug. 4, 1983
Maurice Dionne, M.P.
Chairman, Transport Committee
Ottawa, Ontario, K1A OA6

Dear Sir:

In a letter to you dated July 16, 1983 expressing my dissatisfaction
over the rushed so-called public hearings in the West by the House of Commons
Standing Committee on Transportation, I indicated my desire to present a
brief. Please accept the following brief outlining some of the concerns I
have as a grain producer and father or two more generations of grain producers
whose industry is in jeopardy if the West Transportation Initiative is passed
as it now stands.

I strongly believe the 651 million dollar payment made by the
government is a transportation subsidy and must be paid to the railways, not
to producers. A very large percentage of farmers in my area think the same
way and are increasingly upset with the provincial and federal conservatives
obsession to develop secondary processing at the expense of the grain farmer.

As 1long as the present Crow rates remained in effect the ‘‘Crow
benefit’’ belonged entirely to the grain producer shipping grain to export.
This benefit allowed grain farmers in Western Canada to compete with other
grain producing countries whose grain is much closer to seaports where world

prices are set. As 1long as the payment is made to the railways the grain
farmer would continue to receive the benefit according to the number of
bushels he shipped. Any other method of payment would mean some of the

payment would go to non-shippers of grain leaving the grain producers paying
more to the railways when their grain is shipped. An example of what would
happen is as follows:

Present Crow rate 14¢ per bus.
Snavely cost of shipping grain - about 76¢ per bus.
Benefit is 52¢ per bus.

If paid to producers the estimated amount that would go to non-
shippers of grain is from 20%-30%. Using 25% the results to the producers
shipping grain would be: (if payment goes 20% to railways and 80% to producer)

Railways receive 10.4¢ per bus.
Producer receives 41.6¢ per bus.
Non-shipper receives 25% 10.4¢ per bus.

Actual grain shipper receives 31.2¢ per bus.
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The grain shipper will be required to pay the 76¢ per bus. plus some
future inflation costs to the railways. He has lost the 10.4¢ to non-shippers
of grain.

An average grain farm in my area would ship about 20,000 bus. of
grain per year. This would mean a loss of $2,080. income per year which the
grain producer would be expected to give up in order to develop secondary
processing. The livestock producers would not see any real increase in
profits as the livestock marketing system would allow the price for the
finished product to drop and pass the benefits of cheaper feed onto the
retailers and consumers. It should not be the responsibility of the grain
farmer to develop secondary processing of livestock when the consumers of
Canada pay less of their income on food than any other country in the world--
about 18%.

The proposed ‘‘freedom of choice’’ sounds good and is hard to say no
to. It is a bit like saying you do not believe in motherhood. However, close
examination of it and the double 80 proposal show that they are another
attempt to take some of the benefit away from grain producers and give it to
non-exporters of grain. Some choice! Those who do not ship grain would
choose to get some of the benefit and those who ship grain would have no
choice but to pay an added amount to get their grain to market.

I believe there has been too much concentration on the method of
payment issue while other parts of Bill C-155 could be far more disastrous to
grain farming and the whole Western economy. Leave the total payment to the
railway and concentrate on making other changes that are badly needed in Bill
C-155.

1. The introduction of variable freight rates giving the railways the power
to dictate where and how far we haul our grain must be eliminated from
the bill. Farmers would end up paying far more to get grain to export

because of longer distances to elevators, higher taxes tomaintain roads
and increased costs to rebuild elevator systems--both farmed-owned and
line companies, buying 1large trucks or hiring truckers as well as
spending more time on the road hauling during busy times of the year.
Variable rates would change the whole social structure of Western Canada

eliminating small communities. Higher costs of marketing grain will
leave less money for farmers to spend on goods such as machinery,
fertilizer, as well as non-essential personal goods. The whole economy

of Canada would feel the transfer of costs to the farmer--in the name of
efficiency for the railways.

2 The safety net proposed by Mr. Pepin is very important but should be more
realistic based on farm gate price of grain at about 5%. Export grain is
a very important part of Canada’s balance of trade. All other grain
expoerting countries subsidize their grain industry one way or another to
a larger extent than Canada does. If we are to continue to compete in
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the world grain trade the increased freight costs must be tied to the
farmers ability to pay. The 31.1 million tonne cap should be removed and
all grain grown on new land should qualify for the benefit payment. Tt
is ridiculous to try to solve the transportation problems to get more
grain to export and at the same time build in a disincentive for farmers
to grow it.

3% It is my opinion that Bill C-155 is far too complicated. I believe that
a simple freight rate paid by the farmers should be set by statute at 5%
of the value of export grain each year, with the government picking up
the proven shortfall in transportation costs. The railway books should
be open for public inspection before any payments are agreed to. Any
hurt to the livestock and secondary industries should be solved some
other way and not at the expense of the grain producer.

Enclosed please find a copy of a petition signed by over 1300 people
in our area and presented to the House of Commons by M.P. Hon. Arnold Malone.
To the best of my knowledge the 90% majority opinion in this area has not
changed.

Yours truly,

Vernon R. Johnston

Copy to:
Hon. Don Mazankowski
Hon. Les Benjamin
Hon. Pepin
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We, the undersigned, are opposed to implementing in its present form the
WESTERN TRANSPORTATION INITIATIVE (PEPIN PROPOSAL) of February 1, 1983, to
change the statutory freight rates for grain transportation. To keep the
Western Canadian Grain Industry viable, the following points must be changed:

1) The 6% of future inflation costs to be charged to farmers is not
acceptable. The maximum freight rates charged to farmers should be based on
not more than 7% of the export value of grain.

2) The 1legislation must clearly prohibit the wuse of variable or
incentive rates and must remain distance related.

3) The 1legislation must not include a disincentive to increase future
grain production such as the total freight costs being charged to farmers on
any grain shipped over 31.1 million tonnes per year and grain on new land
brought into production.

4) The payment made by government is a freight subsidy and should be
paid directly to the railways. If any part of the Crow Benefit is paid to the
farmers, it must be paid on the basis of the amount of export grain each
farmer ships by rail; and, further, a feed freight assistance program be
considered for feed grain users in Canada in addition to the $651 million.

5) Rates should be statutory and not subject to change eacy year by a
government appointed committee.

6) The Central Co-ordinating Agency should not interfere with the
Canadian Wheat Board export commitments.

NAME ADDRESS O'CICOUPPSA TUITOUN
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APPENDIX °‘‘TRPT-244’"
Monday, July 18, 1983
RE: Crow Rate
OBJECTIVE: Retain Crow Rate As Is
REASONS :

- In the 41 years (1942-83) I have been farming a definite increase in
expenses is visualized more each year, counterbalanced by a decrease in
income. Add onto this the additional burden of paying freight charges for
hauling the grain--it paints a very sad picture indeed. Increase these
freight charges and farming as know and are familiar with today will cease to
exist.

- As my farming land is located approximately 400 miles from Edmonton you
can foresee the freight charges I alone am forced to pay simply to bring
income into my own household. How can this be justified now is beyond me. I
guess the old cliché ‘‘You have to put money out to make money’’ is 100%
accurate. If these freight charges were increased it would undeniably be
unjust to each and every farmer.

- Such factors as fuel increasing in price; livestock becoming more and
more expensive to raise; a short growing season with more work to do and less
time to do it all point to one thing--becoming or choosing your lifestyle
labelled a farmer could be one of the most financially disasterour decisions a
person would ever have to make. Pile on top of this freight charges paid on
your output (less all the factors mentioned) and someone like myself often
wonders what the hell did I get myself into and where will it lead me.
Straight to bankruptcy is the most logical answer I can come up with.

- Small towns, (such as the one I myself live in, which is mainly a farming
community) will not increase in size as should, but instead dwindle down to
nithing because of the amount of money taken out of the community. How can a
small town even survive with no income coming in and all income going out?
This can be compared to any person--if there is no income coming in and money
must be paid out to bring income in--how can he survive?

- Being a farmer myself for 41 years I realize out of experience the many
and not far between financial difficulties a farmer can and does come across
during a normal year. I often wonder if leaving my land to my sons would be
like pouring all my problems and worries on their back. If so, undoubtedly
their baks would be stooped to the ground long before they became old men.
And they would be the so-called lucky ones that were given 1land without any
price tag on it. What about any other young person who desires to purchase
land to farm. Their future is foretold without the need of any crystal ball.
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Stated in the preceding pages were the reasons I believed the Crow rate should
be kept as it is. I trust that the reading was clear and my intentions

understandable.

Thank you.

Sincerely Yours,

(Original signed by)

Stanley Kamieniecki,
P.0. Box 308,
Manning, Alberta
TOH 2MO
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An individual brief submitted to the

Standing Committee on Transportation (Bill C-155)
Committee and Private Legislation Branch,

Room 514, South Block, Wellington Street,

Ottawa, ON

K1A 0A6

in Regina, SK on Aug. 11, 1983.

from:

Miss Kim Korven
Box 320

Cabri, SK

SON 0JO
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Mr. Chairman, members of the Committee--it’s good to see you again. You
know, I didn’'t think I had it in me to write another brief after my first one.
Also, I thought I had said enough, but I can see now that I did not. When I
heard yesterday morning that the Crow Rate is putting farmers out of business
I was shocked that there are people who believe trash like that. How can any
rational and intelligent human being believe that the one thing that is
keeping many of us from poverty is putting us out of business? It does not
make economic sense. Needless to say, that particular statement made me mad
enough to write this, so here I am.

On Wednesday, one of the committee members said he could not understand
why everyone was harping on the possible social changes the bill will cause
because this aspect was not mentioned in the Gilson Report. It is easy to
understand why we are concerned--it is our livelihood you’re toying with so
what else do you expect? Wouldn’t be concerned if a large factory was shut
down in your constituency? It is the same thing. Why doesn’t the government
take the time to study the social aspects of the Crow change? That would be a
lot smarter than trying to push the bill through. You would then be in
possession of some facts. A person would almost think Mr. Pepin has something
to hide when you consider the haste of the proposed passing of this bill.

I believe that the Crow Rate 1is non-negotiable. Why should we be
expected to pay more to haul our grain? Paying larger rates doesn’t
necessarily mean better service. The farmers in the United States pay the

full shot and their railroads are in a terrible state of repair. You wouldn’t
believe the shape that the rails in Northern Montana are in. For example,
when we drove past the line going to Turner there was grass growing between
the rails. If I noticed that much in a glance then how would that line stand

up under closer inspection? Who is to say that the same thing won’t happen to
us?

There 1is another interesting fact about the grain growing region in
Montana. There are very few small towns in that area. I wonder why: maybe
it is because there are not enough farm families to keep communities alive.
Bill C-155 is proposing, indirectly of course, to get rid of many of the
farmers on the prairies. Is this fair to the farmers or the people in the
rest of Canada? Look at the economic state of the country right now and the
heavy burden placed on the social services programs. Can you afford to
support many more people? Another thing, where will we go? The land is home.
A lot of people will be forced off the land to become migrants and migrants
have a tendency to get angry when their children are going hungry. Can you
really afford to let that happen? The people in central Canada will not be
very happy either. I mean there is a very good chance that there will be even
more people 1looking for their jobs. Tell me, when a community of 600 people
stands to lose $1.9 million at five times Crow will the people spend money on
new cars, or machinery? I don’t think so. These two industries are in
trouble financially already. Do they need more problems?
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You know, I’'m sick and tired of having people who don’t give a damn about
me deciding my future because that is what all of this boils down to. Farming
today isn’t a business, it is a way of life. It seems to me that you people
want to make it a business. That’s fine, but what happens to the way of life?

These next few questions are directed to the francophones on this
committee. Are you proud of being French? Wouldn’t you try to protect and
defend your culture if something was seriously threatening it? Would you like
your children or grandchildren to grow up speaking French or English in school
and in their communities? I should hope you’d pick French. I want to pick
our kind of ‘‘French’’; that is, I believe we should retain the Crow Rate to
keep our communities and therefore our culture, intact. Farmers are not
stupid. I can’t see them watching their communities die and doing nothing
about it.

Mr. Pepin has biten off more than he can chew in this one because he has
underestimated the power of the people. Let’s hope you people remember our
power when you make your decision. So please consider withdrawing the bill.
I stand to lose a lot and so do you. You see, I am an eighteen year old
student so I can change my career plans relatively easily. However, I want to
be a farmer. I don’t even know if there will be a farm to take over. I am
damn scared, but I'm also getting damn angry. It’s not a mindless anger
either. This is my life you’re discussing. Let me tell you, your decision
may not be my decision, but I won’t give up the fight.

Submitted by

(Original signed by)

Kim Korven
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Standing Committee on Transportation re-Bill C-155

In my view this bill should be allowed to die.

Building a modern transportation system on the backs of farmers may look
good to the coal and forestry industries, but in the 1long term will Kkill
agriculture in Western Canada.

Farmers, with present day prices are having a difficult time to survive,
some in fact are not able to.

The plan to industrialize the agricultural industry at the expense of the
family farm is indeed a short sighted policy. Corporate farms will not
produce food below their costs. So once in control, consumers will pay dearly
for food.

The farming community have noted that this hearing process is conducted
in such a manner so as to discourage farmer participation. What is the rush?
An issue as important as the Crow should be given adequate time for debate and
study. It is mandatory that you push back the panic button and conduct in
depth studies as to the effects on the agricultural industry of changing the
Crow.

Why be so gullable as to believe an American economist (Snavely) just to
satisfy the railways who have become expert at squeezing money out of the
public purse.

Leave the Crow alone!

It is our historic right.

L.E. Leahy
9711-86A St.
Fort St.oJohn;BuC.
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DAUPHIN - SWAN RIVER
Constituency Office
40-1st Ave NW
Dauphin. Manitoba May 19) 1983
R7N 1G7
(204) 638-9393
Toll Free 1800 442-0458
RE: CROW RATE

Dear Colleague:

The Crow Rate Debate is of critical importance to Western Canadian
Farmers. It is undoubtedly difficult for many members to really appre-
ciate the critical significance that this issue has in many ridings.

In my riding, for example, the Conservatives, Liberals and New Democrats
are solidly against any move to change the statutory Crow Rate.

To help you appreciate the disproportionate impact that the removal

of the Crow will have, I am enclosing several documents for your consider-

ation.

The first appendix (I have highlighted the elevators in my constitu-
ency) indicates the loss to the communities if the Pepin Proposal to
increase the rates by 5.1 X Crow is implemented. You can relate this
loss to urban communities by comparing what would happen if population
groups of 1000 - 4500 had that amount less to operate on.

The second appendix underlines the disproportionate impact that
removal of the Crow Rate would have on many rural farmers. Many areas
such as in my constituency have an average income far below the national
average or even certain areas in the province of Manitoba. The reason
I am including these documents is so members can see that the average
income over one large region in Manitoba can be half of that of another
area of Manitoba. Unfortunately, Stats Canada cannot provide 1981 census
information.

To me these are good reasons for delaying any consideration of intro-

ducing changes when the economic impact of such changes has not been
determined. These attached documents try to show that an increase of
$2800 that one Liberal backbencher considers insignificant is really very
substantial.

The third appendix illustrates the double whammy that farmers in the
West face. The Canadian Transport Commission which reviews lines that
the CPR and CONR want abandoned, established a Western Division, supposedly
in order to be more sensitive to the needs of the West. However, what
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have been the results? My executive assistant has outlined eighteen hear-
ings that have been held concerning Manitoba branch lines since 1975. To
my utter dismay, there has not been one decision in favour of the producers
and other community groups calling for the retention of the lines. One of
the most recent hearings was adjourned because the CNR did not have enough
evidence. Yet the evidence presented by the affected communities was sub-
stantial. What is the value then of the C.T.C. hearings to the farmer? of
Manitoba if they are assured of losing the lines they depend upon?

The fourth appendix is a map which illustrates the lines in my riding
(they are marked in yellow) three of which are in the process of being
abandoned and the Erwood Subdivision decision is still pending. This
graphic illustration points out the impact that branch line abandorment
is having on my constituency.

\ Perhaps the most important way of understanding why the Crow Rate is

o so sacred and significant in the West is by way of an analogy. Westerners
think of the Crow Rate as the Magna Carta for the fammers much in the way
French speaking members look at their right to speak French in Canada as
their Magna Carta even if we go back to 1867 and beyond. I do not consider
it reactionary for French speaking members to insist that the Official
Language Act be retained. Unity in Canada in spirit as well as in fact is
dependent on our recognizing both of the above.

I trust that this lengthy letter explains to my colleagues why
reasonable, easy to get along with members like myself feel so strongly
about the Crow Rate. Thank you for your indulgence.

Sincerely yours,

P
~

P
~

( :
e dal AR LFY

Laverne Lewycky, M.P.
Dauphin-Swan River

Enclosures
IML/db
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The Loss To Prairie Communities
PROVINCE OF MANITOBA
[ $62,309,700.00 ]
Crow Metric Loss At Crow Metric Loss At
Rate Tonne 5.1 x Crow Rate Tonne 5.1 x Crow
Station (¢/cwt) (1,000s) ($1,000s) Station (¢/cwt) (1,000s) ($1,000s)
Pool District 0* Subdistrict 2
Subdistrict 00 15 19.4 261.2
Benard 15 sy 69.1 15 11.7 158.7
Beyd ....... 18 8.0 130.0 Lowe Farmuesl tinans. . o 15 9.2 124.6
Rignold 16 6.9 99.6 1\, (6] ¢ o 1 15 20.0 271.0
15 22 29.9
Pool District 1 15 79 96.4
Subdistrict 1
Carman.............oooro. 15 39 52,9 v Subdistrict 3
15 53 71.8 Aenand . 58 SEEVD B Ak 15 5.0 67.7
BlIm Creek ..o 15 68.8 932.8 Dominion City ..................... 15 19:7 266.9
Graysville................. B 508 15 10.6 143.9 Bmerson ... 2 i SR 28 15 1.8 24.6
Haywood ... 15 2:2 29.9 Fredenwest= L3000 INA 15 9.7 111.6
St..Claude.................sc00r00000ne 1) 4.9 66.4 Dietellier . o i 15 219 123.9
Ridgeville % Toiay. Ty 15 1.1 42.2
Subdistrict 2 St Tean . BT R, e 15 15.2 206.2
Brunkild ... 15 15.9 215.7 o
Homewood ... 15 8.4 1140 | ‘Subdistrict
SanIord.........corvminessivereoiones 15 8.2 111.1 o (751 1F il el ot ot 15 11.4 151.6
S T e e A 15 12.8 171.4 (60017 P s SR e 15 18.4 249.1
DI CORIte S e 15 248 336.2
Subdistrict 3 Rosenfeld ....................... 15 7.3 98.8
CADLY .....connnrienbionninssisseinonosans 15 21.7 294 .4 5
S, 15 5.7 1.1y o P00l District 3
LaSalle .o 15 5.4 734 Subdistrict I
McTavish ............................ 15 8.7 118.1 Belmont ... EENE A 16 14.2 205.4
Silver Plains ...................... 15 5.1 69.3 DURFRA 1. b oot i 5 16 11.9 172.2
Ste. Agathe ........................ 15 19.8 268.6 Killarney... oo Sieoecrmsein 16 57.9 817.2
Margaret ... 16 5.0 12.2
Subdistrict 4 NINELEE .ooovoocev e 16 4.0 57.8
Dacotah 15 5.2 70.5 Ninga ................................... 16 11.5 195.2
Dufresne 14 15.6 197.2 o
Dugald ........oooooe 14 18.0 2270  Subdistrict 2
Mile 142.4 ........................... 14 18.4 2329 Balditis. pardisrd. A 5 16 15.9 227.1
Niverville 15 10.6 143.9 Cartwright . 16 14.0 202.5
Starbuck ..... 15 7.0 94.7 Clearwater .... 16 8.7 125.9
Ste. Anne 14 15.4 194.8 Crystal City .. 16 26.6 184.6
Mariapolis ..........c.cccccoeeenne 16 8.6 124.2
Subdistrict 5 Mather ........cooooovoienienreseions 16 9.5 137.4
Eannystelle............c.o. 15 18.5 250.9 e
Fort Whyte................ 15 14.2 192.7 «  Subdistrict 3
Headingley........................... 15 | 69.1 Cypress River............ . .0 LK 16 15.6 2255
Mile 10.6 ....... 1S 10.3 139.8 Glenboro......... 16 104 150.5
Winnipeg ... 14 64.0 809.8 Nesbitt ........... 16 16.7 241.5
Winnipeg ..........ccocoevvvinn.. 14 % 3.3 Rounthwaite... 16 29 114.4
Wawanesa ........... 16 8.3 120.1
Pool District 2
Subdistrict 1 Subdistrict 4
Jordan....... 5 15 5.7 ik Altamont ...............cccocoevenee 16 9.1 131.6
Y (7.1 11 (OO 15 5.0 67.7 Deerwood ...........ococociviinn 16 4 5.7
Morden ... 15 239 323.9 HOBADA..............coceccissisusisonss 16 18.9 271.5
RoOBNAE. e i 15 29 19.4 Rathwell.........c..ooimacumiics 16 10.1 146.0
Rasebank ... . 15 5.2 70.5 SOMErSet .......o.oovovereeeeiicans 16 17.2 248.9
Winkler............cooceveeennn. 15 329 446.1 Swan Lake ..o 16 19.9 287.8



S————

30-11-83 Transports 146A : 39
Crow Metric Loss At Crow Metric Loss At
Rate Tonne 5.1 x Crow Rate Tonne 5.1 x Crow
Station (¢/cwt) (1,000s) ($1,000s) Station (¢/cwt) (1,000s) (81,000s)
Trehene........... ' 16 20.1 290.7 Subdistrict 3
Dartigford ... " 11 198 phgorn SR 18 11.4 185.3
La Riviere ... 16 17.1 250.1
. HEIRTAve 18 18.1 20T
Manitou ......... 16 152 509.2 Kirkella 18 76 1238
Pilot Mound .......................... 16 15.3 i S S - v W et ; ¢
McCauley... 18 4 i 180.1
Biitvesa. '3 LIt itin........... 16 1.1 44.7 Virden 18 208 118.1
Snowflake.........c0m i 17 6.3 96,87 | Kehonls- -1 EitArRiary : '
Pool District 4 Subdistrict 4
i
Subdistrict 1 granfiall ................................ }g 2(5) ;;4
o o) v N A L ! .6
C_romer .................................. 18 17.4 282.9 Oak'River ...~ = .. 18 5.6 91.0
Pipestone . 18 3.5 89.4  Oakner ...... 18 56.6 920.9
Reston......... 18 225 166.1 Quadra 18 212 344.8
Sinclair ... 18 11.4 185.1 Riveks 17 316 516.2
Woadhateh 18 i 504 RIVEMS s . -
Subdistrict 2 :b:'s““" < :
fone o e 4 .
Biksmbonial D s, . 18 48 77.9 G,f,s;f,; v i ;2 3 ;g; (5,
Melita . 8 250 406.7 Newdalé ................................. U 34.5 510.1
Napinka . 18 1.2 o PR 45 ' i
n P Sandy Lake .. 17 135 207.5
BORBOR L. .0 S e i it s eairin 18 28.8 468.6 Shoal Lake ... 18 20.2 128.8
Subdistrict 3 Strathclair ..... 18 137 223.0
DAY . cneen siieeamnases 18 7.7 125.5 Pool District 6
18 46.7 759.7 Subdistrict 1
18 1.6 1238 Amaranth ..o 16 1.3 761.6
18 1152 182.0
18 15.9 2587 Colby ......... 16 6.5 91.9
. : Gladstone ... 16 13:8 192.1
Subdistrict 4 Gladstone ............h 5000 16 18.7 270.6
¢ ‘ Glenella .................ilibeinens 17 8.7 1337
Bofsevaiit. Ll e an. 16 27.0 390.3 Langruth ..o, 16 8.7 125.9
ElIgin ... 18 15.0 2440 Plumas ... 16 9.6 139.0
Fairfax ... 17 10.2 10661 by s et 16 6.6 95.5
| < 04T Ty A PR ST 18 13.5 219.8
IR R b vt 1r 255 s s 16 13.3 192.3 Subdistrict 2
Subdistrict 5 Bassunodywias o ioeat - o 17 13.6 209.1
Alexander..... 17 15.1 3323, Clanwilliam .. 4 b rd
Erickson ......... 17 11.1 170.6
Beresford ... 17 6.4 98.1
Giswold . 17 10.7 164.4 Mf:Creary .............................. 17 18.8 289.1
Ménteith. . 18 3.4 136.9 Minnedosa ..................cccco..... 16 28.5 412.1
Newstend .............c.cococimnnnenn. 16 4.4 63.6 -
Oak Lake ... 18 7.5 09 3 ¢ o DRAisrict3
(A i e S 17 19.2 295.2 BEAION o s cssanniis 16 27.4 396.1
Brandon ......... whol Rassas 16 47.6 688.4
Pool District 5 B OB oot B s oo oo 17 29 44.7
Subdistrict 1 Justi.cem‘ ........... 16 11.6 167.7
RapidiGMu:............oc00meecnnsssn 17 2.2 11.6
Anpuieille. o5 odis i 18 12.8 208.3 SIATESE. ....onreereerencersenesinsies 17 7.8 119.7
Cracknell ..o 18 13.8 219.8
1T e i 18 20.6 3350  Subdistrict 4
Oakburn ... ik 18 27.2 RO 1 ARIRRS R bt 16 10.1 118.8
Rossburn. (6. LN RY 18 238 187.0 Douglas 16 39 56.6
Russellsa. M aanesr.. s 18 9.4 152.9 Franklin 16 5.7 82.4
Russell ... 18 16.8 273.5 Gregg ........ 16 8.4 121.4
Si.lvcrton . 18 14.2 230.8 Harte ......... 16 17.6 254.6
1 R g S AL e 18 5.6 91.0 Neepawa 16 36.6 529.1
Petrel ........coooineereneeveiraeanns 16 149 215.7
Subdistrict 2
Binsearth 18 58 94.1 Subdistrict 5
LT R B 18 13.8 224.7 PMEENA S her  Lanuda. . v 16 44 61.6
Foxw.arren 18 40.3 655.6 Beaver...........c...rverrernennsvnsen: 16 2.3 11.2
Solsgirthbe, sometated ... 18 24.5 398.5 FIANS s e L. 16 1.6 23.0
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Crow Metric Loss At Crow Metric Loss At
Rate Tonne 5.1 x Crow Rate Tonne 5.1 x Crow
Station (¢/cwt) (1,000s) ($1,000s) Station (¢/cwt) (1,000s) ($1,000s)
BATTING il oo meiiisnssngsstaons 16 10.7 151.6 Pool !)isgrict 6
Longburn ........ 16 4.9 70.9 Subdistrict 1
MacDonald .... 16 6.7 96.8 High
gh BIuff oo 15 6.4 86.9
MacGregor...... w116 103 148.8  Oakland ..o 16 10.2 147.6
BB ... 2 ol rsseidorebgonosesnncs 16 10.1 146.0 Qakville ... 15 20.4 276.8
Westbourne ...........cccccoceeee 16 6.4 92.7 Poplar Point ... 15 &5 88.2
e Portage La P ..... 15 19.0 257.5
Pool District 7
Subdistrict 1 Portage LaP ... 15 18.5 250.9
BICHIRAVED. ... L ey viiniis 19 19.0 326.4 Subdistrict 2
Bowsman ... 19 299 3.7
Bergen...... 15 149 202.1
Swan River.. 19 69.1 1,187.0 Eleil;g? ..... 15 10.0 135.7
L e e R N 22 19.7 391.6 Gordon '''''' 15 9.1 126.1
: S Marquette ..... 15 43 58.2
Sbistrict 2 Meadows .............co.... 15 6.7 91.0
BeNItO™ s i 19 18.0 309.1 WALTEN .....coniuinoviaimsmsrmmncianss 15 11.4 151.6
Durban .... 19 24.0 412.1
Kenville........ 19 15.9 273.1 Subdistrict 3
Minitonas ... 19 18.0 309.1 p
I e TR T TS L akoitay i e s SRR GA RS DIORT e 14 48.6 615.0
RIne RIVEL......0civo it Sianiinese 18 6.3 102.5 Eleaal'.‘ésr?Jdogtr --------- 14 92 116.4
e 2t Lac du Bonnet ... 14 9.1 117.7
ikt IR oo 15 12.0 162.8
Makaroff ... 19 4.4 75.4
ROBRINTIC, o vt it 18 37.7 613.4 Subdistrict 4
= BaHRearal . o i 15 7.1 96.4
Bgtdirict 4 Centennial Sg. ...........o.oon. 15 72 97.6
Ashville.....c........ . 18 10.3 167.7 Gunton 15 Si1 422
Ethelbert.......... 18 14.7 239.0 Netley ...... 15 16.7 226.3
Gilbert Plains.. 18 49.2 800.3 Netley ...... 15 6.2 84.1
Grandview ............cccco........ 18 40.9 665.4 Selkirk 15 19.7 266.9
SReetdale .. oS 18 8.9 144.7 Stonewall ..ot e e 15 11.2 151.7
Feulon!....ciihiblomeni 15 19.4 263.2
Subdistrict 5
Dauphin ..o 18 27.2 9307  Subdistrict 5
Fork River .. 18 14.0 228.0 ATDATE i o nimener i e tociess 16 39.8 575.6
Makinak ...... 18 17.7 287.8 Broad Valley 16 5.0 322
Sifron ......... 18 73 122:2 Fisher Branch 16 10.0 144.7
Ste. Rose......... 18 12.0 195.2 Mouseborn ............. 17 7.4 111.6
Winnipegosis ........................ 18 22 35.7 RIVErton ..........ccccccemveienenine 16 11.0 188.2
MANITOBA TOTALS
Provincial Average Tonnes Loss at 5.1 x Crow
¢ Per Cwt at Crow Shipped To Provincial Economy
16 3,356,700 $62,309,700.00
1980 COMMUNITY REPORTS BENITO Industries locating, expanding or modernizing in Benito,

The Village of Benito, with a population of 571 people is
located 483km northwest of Winnipeg, on P.T.H. 83. The
nearby Duck Mountain Provincial Park provides such recrea-
tional facilities as camping, swimming, golfing, fishing and
skiing. The area is also popular for big game hunting.

Benito is the trading centre for a population of 2,000,
one-third of which live in Saskatchewan.

The economy of the village is based mainly on mixed
farming with wheat, malting barley, rape seed and coarse
grains being the principal crops, along with livestock
production.

depending on size, may be eligible for either a Federal Govern-
ment grant under the Regional Development Incentives Pro-
gram or an interest free forgivable loan incentive under the
Rural Small Enterprise Incentives Program.

Population Total 0-19 20-34 35-64 65+
1961 Census 427 30.4% 15.2% 32.6% 21.8%
1966 Census 490 27.9% 14.3% 34.3% 23.5%
1971 Census 480 28.1% 10.8% 33.8% 27.3%
1976 Census 505 23.8% 15.8% 29.7% 30.7%
1979 M.H.S.C. 571 25.4% 20.7% 24.7% 29.2%

Trading Area Population (incl. population of village): 2,000
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Local Contacts

Mayor: E. Gorchynski, 539-2772

Sec.-Treas.: Mrs. D. Taillefer, 539-2634
Village of Benito, Benito, Manitoba ROL 0CO
Parkland Regional Development Inc.

Manager: G. E. Cooper

638-5919 (Dauphin)

President: J. Potoski, 638-3366 (Dauphin)
Parkland Tourist & Convention Assoc.

Contact Mrs. G. Hall, 638-4987 (Dauphin)

Chamber of Commerce

President: T. L. Garrioch, 539-2583
Sec.-Treas.: D. McRory, 539-2819

Dept. of Economic Development & Tourism
Regional Development Consultant: S.
Davidge, 638-3602 (Dauphin)

Dept. of Agriculture

Representative: D. Hodgson,

734-3417 (Swan River)

Home Economist: L. Freisen-Alford
(Swan River)

4-H Program Assist.: K. Konrad (Swan
River)

Tax Structure

Mill Rate: Industrial & Commercial 162.8.
Residential 136.4

Business Tax: 10% of assessed value
Utilities

Water

Iron removal, filter, chlorine. Rates: (water & sewer): $16.55
for first 3,000 gals, $4.55 for each additional 1,000 gals.

Sewage

Treatment: Lagoon (2 cells). Capacity: 10 acres, operating at
70% of capacity.

Electrical

Contact the local Manitoba Hydro Representative of the
Business Manager, Manitoba Hydro, 235-10th St., Brandon,
Man. R7A 4E7. Phone: 727-0441

Propane Gas
Canadian Propane Gas & Oil Ltd.
Heating Oil

(167,000 B.T.U./gal.) 79.6¢/gal. Available in tank car lots,
price to be negotiated.

Local Facilities

Fire Protection—16 volunteers, 1 truck

Police—Swan River R.C.M.P.

Ambulance—I

Garbage Disposal—Res. weekly, Comm. twice a week
Schools—1 Elementary

Churches—Anglican, Baptist, Catholic, Dukhobor, Evangeli-
cal, Pentecostal, United

Assembly Halls—3, Capacity 800
Hospitals—1 (10 beds)

Sr. Citizens Homes—1 (12 units)
Hotels—1 (10 suites)
Apartments—1 (3 suites)
Newspapers—1

Pioneer Club—1

Libraries—I1

T.V. Stns.—Winnipeg, Yorkton
Radio Stns.—Dauphin, Yorkton

Transport
Rail: Freight: CNR—tri-weekly
Truck: Swan River-The Pas Transfer—daily service

Bus: Grey Goose—daily service to and from Swan River

Recreational Facilities

Benito & District Recreation Centre—hall, curling, skating &
shuffleboard, Ski slope, rodeo grounds, senior citizens centre.
Duck Mountain Provincial Park—camping, picnicing, swim-
ming, fishing and big game hunting. 4-H clubs, dancing, music
and singing groups.

Festivals—Rodeo (June)

Available Buildings/Industrial Property

3 commercial lots (each 30x120): 1 lot with buildings (20x80).
Contact: Village Office

Local Statistics

Retail Outlets: 14 (local est.)
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Service Outlets: 17 (local est.) Insurance and Real Estate—1
| : : Machine Shops—1
Average Income of all Returns including surrounding area: Painters and Decorators—4
$5,704/year (Revenue Canada 1978) Photographers—1
Plumbing and Heating—2
Shoe Repairs—1
Business and Professional Services Sporting Goods—1
Apparel and Accessories Group
Fabric Stores—1 Industries/Major Employers
Automotive Group Firm. Products/services (Employees)
Body Repair Shops—1
Bulk Oil Dealers3 Abramoff Stucco—(20)
Implement Dealers—2 Fleetwood Homes Ltd —ready-to-move homes (20)
Service Stations—35
Tire Sales & Service—2 Hadiken Concrete—(40)
Building and Hardware Group McRory Apiaries—honey (4 + 14 part-time)
Building Contractors—4 ;
Mt i As Construction—(ready-to-move homes (4)
Lumber quds—z Swan Valley School—(13)
Woodworking—1
. Terry Schure's Texturing & Dry Wall—(20)
General Merchandise Group
Catalogue Sales Offices—1 Toronto Dominion Bank—(6)
General Stores—3
Food & Beverage Group 1980 COMMUNITY REPORTS BRANDON

Eating Places—4

Eating Places with Beverage—1
Grocery Stores—3

Liquor Commission—1 (outlet)
Locker Plants—1

Meat Markets—3

Furniture, Appliances and Home Accessories Group

Electrical Appliances—1
TV and Radio—1

Professional Group

Medical Doctors—1
Medical Residence—1

Financial Group

Banks—1
Financial Co’s—1

Other Groups

Beauty Parlours—2
Billiard Parlours—1
Bowling Alleys—1
Laundries—1

Drug Stores—1

Dry Cleaners—2 (agencies)
Electrical Contractors—2
Fertilizers—2

Grain Elevators—2

Hobby Shops—1

The City of Brandon is the regional centre for the large,
fertile farm area of southwest Manitoba and southeastern
Saskatchewan. Thus the city has developed above average
services in the area of health care, education, recreation and
shopping. These are provided by the 430-bed General Hospital
with the adjoining Regional laboratory, a Mental Health
Centre, Brandon University, Assiniboine Community College,
a Vocational High School and the sportsplex which was con-
structed to enable Brandon to host the 1979 Canada Winter
Games.

Industries in Brandon are mainly agriculturally oriented
either by supplying goods to the large farm market or process-
ing and marketing farm products. Additional industries are
engaged in the metal fabrication, electronics and chemical
fields.

Brandon’s growth, while never being dramatic, has been
steady at about 2.3% per year, and this rate is expected to
continue. It provides an increasing work force of over 300
persons each year. Basic city services are in place to accommo-
date normal expansion of population, commerce and industry
over the next 10 to 15 years.

Industries locating, expanding or modernizing in Brandon,
depending on size, may be eligible for either a Federal Govern-
ment grant under the Regional Development Incentives Pro-
gram or an interest free forgivable loan incentive under the
Rural Small Enterprise Incentives Program.
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Population Total 0-19 20-34 35-64 65+  Sewage

1961 Census 28,166  35.4% 195%  32.8% 123%  Treatment: Lagoons (5 cells) + 1 sewage treatment.plant,
1966 Census 29981  36.6% 18.8%  324%  12.2% Capacity: 6,000,000 gals/day, operating at 60% of capacity.
1971 Census 31,150 35.5% 21.2% 31.4% 11.9% :

1976 Census 34,900 33.0% 24.3% 30.1% 12.6% Electrical

IS MEAL U el 27'.2% 29_'2% 124%  Contact the local Manitoba Hydro Representative or the
Trading Area Population (incl. population of city): Local—  Business Manager, Manitoba Hydro, 235-10th St., Brandon,

51,000; Regional—130,000

Local Contacts
Mayor: K. J. Burgess, 728-2278

City Clerk: I. L. Thomson, 728-2278
City of Brandon, Box 460, Brandon, Man., R7A 6A2

Westman Tourist Assoc.
Contact: R. Brown, 727-3316

Chamber of Commerce

President: J. Brawn, 727-6421

Gen. Mgr.: K. Fraser, 727-5431

Dept. of Economic Development & Tourism

Regional Development Consultant: H. O. Bergman, 728-3372

Federal Business Development Bank
Management Services: R. W. Fahlman, 727-8415

Dept. of Agriculture

Representative: J. Lapka, 728-5724

Home Economist: M. Molgat Hughes
Brandon Community Development Corp. Ltd.
Sec-Treas.: J. Morrow, 727-0661

Brandon Industrial Commission
Industrial Commissioner: D. Kissick, 728-2278 ext. 217

Tax Structure

Mill Rate: Industrial & Commercial 153.55, Residential
122.92

Business Tax: 7.75% of assessed value

Utilities
Water

Source: Assiniboine River, Quality: TH 150 mg/l CaCO,
Spec. Cond. 880 umhos, Treatment: Solids contact softening,
filter, chlorine, fluoride, Capacity: 11,000,000 gals/day, Peak
Consumption: 5,850,000 gals/day, Average: 3,500,000 gals/
day, Rates: 60¢-75¢/100c.f. depending on quarterly consump-
tion.

Man. R7A 4E9. Phone 727-0441.

Natural Gas

Plains-Western Gas (Manitoba) Ltd.
Residential Rate: Minimum Monthly charge $4.00, first 2
MCEF $6.582; over 2 MCF $2.391.

Coal

Sask. Lignite (7,300 B.T.U./Ib) $26.83-$27.08/ton + Man.
Fuel Tax.

Heating Oil

(167,000 B.T.U./gal) 79.6¢/gal. Available in tank car lots,
price to be negotiated.

Local Facilities

Fire Protection—48 firemen

Police—51

Ambulance—3 (+ 1 rescue unit)

Garbage Disposal—Res. weekly, Comm. 5-6 times a week

Schools—19 Elementary, 3 High, Community College,

University

Churches—Adventist, Alliance, Anglican, Baptist, Bethel
Temple, Catholic, Christian Reformed, Church of Christ,
Church of the Nazarene, Full Gospel, Lutheran, Mennonite,
Methodist, Mormon, Polish National, Presbyterian, Salvation
Army, Southminister, United

Assembly Halls—13, Capacity 4,000
Hospitals—2 (430 beds) + Mental Health Centre
Sr. Citizens Homes—6

Personal Care Homes—11

Hotels—5 (179 suites)

Motels—17 (781 suites)

Apartments—2,635 suites

Newspapers—1 daily

Libraries—I Regional

Museums—2

T.V. Stns.—CKX, CBC, CKY



146A : 44

Transport

Cable T.V.—Service available
Radio Stns.—CKX, CKLO, CBC

Transport

Rail: Freight: CNR-daily ex. Sat., CPR-daily. Passenger:
VIA-daily.

Truck: Daily service in all directions by 20 truck lines.

Bus: Grey Goose: 5 daily; Greyhound: 7 daily. Manitoba
Motor Transit; V.I.P. service daily to Winnipeg and Wpg.
International Airport.

Air: Perimeter (Inland) Airlines Ltd.: 2 round trip flights daily
to Dauphin & Winnipeg. Airstrip 4 miles north of city, 3
runways: 08-26 (5700'x200") 02-20 (2795'x200") 14-32
(3000’x100"), lighted. Phone: 728-7867.

Recreational Facilities
Director: V. Brown

4 golf courses, ski area, 2 bowling alleys, lawn bowling, curling
& skating rinks, 2 miniature golf courses, stadium, swimming
pools, 3 theatres, YMCA, Keystone Centre (multi-purpose
complex), roller skating rink, tennis courts, 10 community
centres, 10 kiddies playgrounds, Gun Club, riding stables,
Curran Park (City-operated recreation & camping Park),
18-hole golf course, hiking trails, ferry, Canada Winter Games
Sportsplex, and 4-H clubs

Festivals—Provincial Exhibition of Manitoba (June), Royal
Manitoba Winter Fair (March)

Available Buildings/Industrial Property

Contact: Brandon Industrial Commission, 728-2278 ext. 217.

Local Statistics

Retail Outlets: 237 (1971 Census) Sales & Receipts $135.9
million (Financial Post 1979)

Service Outlets: 144 (1971 Census) Sales & Receipts $11.51
million (1971 Census)

Average Income of all Returns including surrounding area:
$9,060.00/year (Revenue Canada 1978)

Business and Professional Services

Apparel and Accessories Group

Children’s Wear—2
Fabric Stores—3
Family Clothing—4

Jewellery Stores—5
Ladies’ Wear—11
Men’s Wear—10
Shoe Stores—8
Tailors—2

Automotive Group

Automotive Parts & Accessories—4
Body Repair Shops—13

Bulk Oil Dealers—=8

Car Washes—4

Implement Dealers—8

Motor Vehicle Dealers—18

Service Stations—22

Tire Sales & Service—8

Building and Hardware Group

Building Contractors—15
Hardwares—2

Lumber Yards—9
Woodworking—1

General Merchandise Group

Catalogue Sales Offices—1
Department Stores—6
General Stores—3

Food & Beverage Group

Bakeries—7

Eating Places—37

Eating Places with Beverage—10
Grocery Stores—27

Liquor Commission—1

Locker Plants—1

Meat Markets—7
Supermarkets—6

Furniture, Appliances and Home Accessories Group

Carpets & Draperies—3
Electrical Appliances—2
Furniture Stores—7
TV and Radio—12

Professional Group

Accountants—12
Chiropractors—5
Dentists—16
Engineers—2

Land Surveyors—?2
Lawyers—28
Medical Doctors—48
Optometrists—6
Psychiatrists—10
Veterinarians—5

Financial Group

Banks—12
Credit Unions—7
Financial Co’s—6
Trust Co’s—2
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Other Groups

Barber Shops—11

Beauty Parlours—33
Billiard Parlours—1
Bowling Alleys—2
Laundries—5

Drug Stores—12

Dry Cleaners—4

Egg Grading Stations—1
Electrical Contractors—20
Fertilizers—4

Florists—6

Funeral Service—2

Gift Shops—5

Grain Elevators—8
Hatcheries—2

Hobby Shops—4

Insurance and Real Estate—75
Machine Shops—7
Painters and Decorators—11
Photographers—10
Plumbing and Heating—18
Printers—7

Road Contractors—4

Shoe Repairs—4

Sporting Goods—6
Theatres—4

Travel Agents—3
Uplholsterers—9

Industries/Major Employers

Over 400 Employees

Brandon General Hospital
Brandon Hospital for Mental Diseases
Brandon School Division

200-399 Employees

Assiniboine Hospital

Behlen- Wickes—grain bins, storage tanks, steel buildings
Brandon Shoppers Mall

Brandon University

Canadian Pacific Railway

City of Brandon

Manitoba Dept. of Highways

Manitoba Hydro

Manitoba Telephone System

100-199 Employees

A.E. McKenzie Co. Ltd.—seeds
Assiniboine Community College

Brandon Consumers Co-op

Brandon Sun—oprinting & publishing
Canadian National Railway

T. Eaton Co. Ltd.

K-Mart Shopping Complex

Metals Industries—agric. equip. truck bodies, metal fabrica-
tion

Simplot Chemical Co. Ltd.—farm fertilizer
Woolco Dept. Store

75-99 Employees

Federal Pioneer Ltd.—electrical products

Great Western Outerwear & Sportswear—ladies’ & boy’s
slims & slacks

Beverage Services Ltd.—bottlers of carbonated beverage

50-74 Employees

ARM Industries—wood products, rubber floor mats

Burns Brandon—meat packing plant

Manitoba Dairy & Poultry Co-op—dairy and poultry
products

Macey Foods Ltd.—processing of waterfowl and poultry

30-49 Employees

Modern Dairies Ltd.—dairy products

Christie School Supply Ltd.—chalk and cork boards, easels
Leech Printing Ltd.—printing and publishing

Cancade Brothers—farm machinery

Hamilton & Jones—electrical heating components
Inventronics Ltd.—electrical heating components

Metev Woollen Mills Ltd.—blankets and sweaters

10-29 Employees

Anchor Industries—fibreglass boats

Atom Jet Industries—custom machine shop

Ayerst Organics Ltd.—estrogen hormones

Benco Component Ind.—building components

Brandon Consumers Co-op Bakery—bakery products

Cargill & Nutrena Feeds—custom feeds, cattle & poultry
feeds

Denis Prefab Ltd.—prefabricated houses & trusses

Dry Wall Contracting Ltd.—wall and ceiling systems
Feed-Rite Mills (Western)—cattle and poultry feeds

Flying Dutchman Kitchens—bakery products

Hooker Chemicals—chlorine & associated products
Manitoba Hide & Fur Co.—beef hides, sheep pelts, horse hair
Pue’s Interior Furnishings Ltd.—blinds and drapes

United Western Printing—printing and publishing

Western Concrete Products—ready-mix concrete

Wheat City Concrete Products—ready-mix concrete

Yaeger's Furs Ltd—fur garments

9 or less Employees

Brandon Frozen Foods & Meats—meats

Brandon Jewellers—jewellery

Brandon Prosthetic Lab—dental prosthetics

Brandon Signs Ltd—neon and plastic

signs displays

Buckmire & Sons Ltd.—sheet metal

products

Cassan Monumental-—monuments

Co-op Bakery—Dbakery products

Dutch Mill Bakery—Dbakery products

Eastman Feeds—feedmill

Federated Co-operatives Ltd.—cattle hog & poultry feeds
Green Acres Bakery—Dbakery products

House of Printing—commercial printing

Johnson Sound Systems—musical amplifier public address
Lindenberg Seeds Ltd.—seeds, chemicals, insecticides, fertiliz-
ers
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Mandziuk Dental Clinic—dental products

McMillan Meat Packers—fresh and smoked meats
North American Lumber—custom millwork

Oral Dental Studio—dental products

Parrish & Heimbecker—feedmill

Pestyk Bros Ltd—hockey boots

Plains industries Lts—Ilivestock trailers

Ricks W. Ltd—Xkitchen cabinets

Robinson Tent & Awnings—canvas products

Saleway Bakery (Victoria & 10th)—bakery products
Safeway Bakery (Dcn. shoppers Mall)—bakery products
Sally’s Bakery—bakery products

Shavers Furs Ltd—fur garments

Silverwood Dairies Ltd—dairy products

Star Printing—printing

- Steve Woodwork—custom built furniture refinishing
Trail Meat Processing Ltd—fresh & frozen meat products
Tricol Meat Processing—meat processors

Trumark Manufacturing Ltd—frost shields (automotive)
W B Webber & Son—printing & lithography

1980 COMMUNITY REPORTS ETHELBERT

Ethelbert, with a population of over 500 people, is located
60km northwest of Dauphin and is situated on P.T.H. 10A.
The village is close to the Duck Mountain, an attractive tourist
and recreational area.

The service trade from the Ethelbert district is based on
agriculture, primarily mixed farming. Ethelbert functions as a
service centre for some 2,000 people in this agriculture area.

Ethelbert has a good bus service. Freight and passenger
service is provided by the Canadian National Railway and
VIA Rail.

Industries locating, expanding or modernizing in Ethelbert,
depending on size, may be eligible for either a Federal Govern-
ment grant under the Regional Development incentive Pro-
gram or an interest free forgiveable loan incentive under the
Rural Small Enterprise incentive Program.

Population Total 0-19 20-34 35-64 65+
1961 Census 556 30.4% 13.5% 30.2% 25.9%
1966 Census 512 28.5% 10.0% 34.4% 27.1%
1971 Census 526 29.1% 12.0% 28.5% 30.4%
1976 Census 495 25.3% 13.1% 30.3% 31.3%
1979 M.H.S.C. 509 23.8% 13.2% 31.4% 31.6%

Trading Area Population (incl. population of village): 2,000
Local Contacts

Major: M. Mandryk, 742-3215

Sec-Treas: Mrs. E. Kuzyk, 742-3301
Village of Ethelbert, Box 185, Ethelbert, Man. ROL 0TO

Parkland Regional Development Inc.
Manager: G.E. Cooper,

638-5919 (Dauphin)

President: J. Potoski, 638-3366 (Dauphin)

Parkland Tourist & Convention Assoc.
Contact: Mrs G. Hall, 638-4987 (Dauphin)

Dept. of Economic Development & Tourism

Regional Development & Consultant: S.
Davidge, 638-3602 (Dauphin)

Dept. of Agriculture

Representative: P. Kiwz, 638-9111 ext. 228 (Dauphin)
Home Economist: D. Martin (Dauphin)
4-H Program Assistant: C. Currie (Dauphin)

Tax Structure
Mill rate: Industrial & Commercial 193.0, Residential 159.0
Business Tax: 8% of assessed value.

Special Taxes: 60c/ft. frontage for water & sewer.

Utilities
Water

Source: Well, Quality: Spec. Cond. 894 umbos. Treatment:
Iron removal, filter, softening, chlorine, fluoride, Capacity:
25,000 gals/day. Peak Consumption: 20,000 gals/day, Aver-
age: 9,000 gals/day Rates: $18.48 for fist 3,500 gals.
$5.50/1,000 gals thereafter.

Sewage

Treatment: Lagoon (2 cells) Capacity: 33 acres, operating at
65% of capacity.

Electrical

Contact the local Manitoba Hydro Rpresentative or the Busi-
ness Manager. Manitoba Hydro, 235—10th St., Brandon,
Man. R7A 4E9 Phone: 727-0441.

Propane Gas
Canadian Propane Gas & Oil Ltd.

Heating Oil

(167,000 B.T.U./gal) 80.7 c/gal. Available in tank car lots,
price to be negotiated.

Local Facilities

Fire Protection—18 volunteers, 2 truck units
Police—1 R.C.M.P.

Ambulance—Dauphin & District Ambulance Service
Garbage Disposal—weekly

Schools—1 elementary, 1 High

Churches—Catholic, Greek Orthodox, United
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Assembly Halls—2, Capacity 600

Sr. Citizens Homes—1 (20 units)

Health Clinic—1 Nurse

Hotels—1 (10 suites)

Newspapers—I

Libraries—Bookmobile

T.V. Stns.—CKYD Dauphin, CBC Winnipeg
Radio Stns.—Dauphin, Winnipeg, Portage

Transport
Rail: Freight: CNR—daily, Passenger: VIA tri-weekly.
Truck: Scaler Valley Transfer—daily

Bus: Grey Goose—three times daily from Winnipeg.

Recreational Facilities

Director: (Dauphin)

Skating & curling arenas, theatre, parish hall, bingo, baseball
diamonds, play-ground & park, overnight camping facilities.
Parkland bookmobile, senior citizen centre, and 4-H clubs.

Available Buildings/Industrial Property

Hardware store available. Contact: A. Hryhorczuk, Ethelbert.

Local Statistics

Retail Outlets: 15 (1966 census) Sales & Receipts $.98 million
(1966 census)

Service Outlets: 8 (1966 census) Sales & Receipts $.12
mllion (1966 census)

Average Income of all Return: including surrounding area:
$4,603.00/year (revenue Canada 1978)

Business and Professional Services
Automotive Group

Body Repair Shops—1
Bulk Oil Dealer—3
Service Stations—4
Tire Sales & Service—1

Building and Hardware Group

Building Contractors—1
Hardwares—I1
Lumber Yards—1

General Merchandise Group
General Stores—2

Food & Beverage Group

Eating Places—2

Eating Places with Beverage—1
Liquor Commission—1

Locker Plants—1

Professional Group
Veterinarians—1

Financial Group

Banks—1
Credit Unions—1

Other Groups

Barber Shops—1

Beauty Parlours—1

Billiard Parlours—2

Dry Cleaners—3 (agencies)
Electrical Contractors—2
Grain Elevators—2
Insurance and Real Estate—1
Plumbing and Heating—1
Theatres—1

Industrial/Major Employers

Firm—Products/services (Employees)

Duck Mountain School Division—(18)
Ethelbert Credit Union Ltd.—(3)
Manitoba Dept. of Agriculture—(1)
Podelsky Apiaries Ltd—honey (4)
Post Office—(3)

R.C.M.P—(4)

Royal Bank of Canada—(4)

Sclater Valley Transfer—trucking (5)
Village of Ethelbert—(2)

Zaryski Construction—(2)

1980 COMMUNITY REPORTS PORTAGE LA PRAIRIE

The City of Portage la Prairie, with a population of 13,697,
is located near the Assiniboine River, 84km west of Winnipeg.
The city is served by the Trans-Canada Highway which has
four lanes between Winnipeg, Portage la Prairie and Brandon,
and by the main lines of the C.P.R. and C.N.R.

The land in the Portage district is very level and highly
fertile and is known as the “Portage Plains”. The rural econo-
my is dependent upon cereal grains, livestock, sugar beets,
sunflowers, grass seeds, potatoes, rapeseed, onions, carrots and
asparagus.



146A : 48

Transport

30-11-83

The industrial sector of the Portage economy is shared by
the Campbell Soup Company and McCains Foods Ltd.
McCains, a vegetable processing plant, just recently began
production and employs 250 people. A wide range of other
products are manufactured or processed in the city including
clothing, electrical cables, hand-painted glassware, canvas
products, fishing tackle and dairy products. Industries locat-
ing, expanding or modernizing in Portage la Prairie, depending
on size, may be elegible for either a Federal Government grant
under the Regional Development Incentives Program, or an
interest free forgiveable loan incentive under the Rural Small
Enterprise Incentives Program.

Major government installations in Portage are: the New
Provincial Building housing many government departments;
Manitoba School for Retardates; Agassiz Home for Youth;
Women’s Gaol; the Canadian Forces Base at Southport and
the federally operated Agriculture Experimental Farm. There
are 23 federal employees and 980 provincial civil Servants
based in Portage la Prairie.

Population Total 0-19 20-34 35-64 65+
1961 Census 12,388 39.9% 22.3% 28.5% 9.3%
1966 Census 13,012 40.4% 19.8% 29.7% 10.1%
1971 Census 12,950 38.0% 21.4% 29.5% 11.1%
1976 Census 12,555 343%  21.9% 29.9% 13.9%
1979 M.H.S.C. 13,697 32.5% 24.6% 29.3% 13.6%

Trading Area Population (incl. population of town): Local—
26,000; Regional—30,000

Local Contacts
Mayor: E. Greendale, 857-9781

Sec.-Treas.: W. R. Woodman, 857-9781

City of Portage la Prairie, P.O. Box 490, Portage la Prairie,
Man., RIN 3ClI

Central Plains Inc.

Manager: R. Roteluk, 857-8736

President: C. Tarr, 685-2130 (MacGregor)

Central Plains Tourist Association

Contact: R. Roteluk, 857-8736

Chamber of Commerce

President: G. Dion, 857-8701

Sec.-Treas.: Mrs. J. Brooker, 857-7778
Dept. of Economic Development & Tourism
Regional Development Consultant: H. O.
Bergman, 728-3372 (Brandon)

Dept. of Agriculture

Representative: G. Orr, 857-9711 ext. 350. Home Economist:
D. Lyall
4-H Program Assist.: P. Mitchell

Tax Structure

Mill Rate: Industrial & Commercial 150,774,
Residential 128,352

Business Tax: 9% of assessed value

Ultilities
Water

Source: Assiniboine River. Quality: TH 120 Mg/l CaCO.
Spec. Cond. 740 umhos. Treatment: Solid contact softening,
chlorine, fluoride. Capacity: 6,000,000 gals/day. Peak Con-
sumption: 2,200,000 gals/day. Average: 1,600,000 gals/day.
Rates: 50¢-$1.90/M gals depending on quarterly consumption.
Sewage

Treatment: Aerated lagoon (2 cells), chorination. Pollution
Control Centre. Capacity: 25 acres.

Electrical

Contact the local Manitoba Hydro Representative or the
Business Manager, Manitoba Hydro, 1120 Waverley Street,
Winnipeg, Man. R3T 0P4. Phone: 475-8300

Natural Gas

Inter-City Gas Utilities Ltd.
Large General Service Rate: Minimum monthly bill $10 59,
first 2 MCF $12 2352, balance—$2.3474/MCF

Coal

Sask. Lignite (7,300 B.T.U./Ib) $27.96-$28.21/ton + 5% Man.
Fuel Tax.

Heating Oil

(167,000 B.T.U./gal) 78.7¢/gal. Available in tank car lots,
price to be negotiated.

Local Facilities

Fire Protection—10 full-time, 20 volunteers, 4 pumpers,
rescue wagon

Police—17 R.C.M.P. (rural and highway detachments)
Ambulance—3

Garbage Disposal—Res. weekly, Comm. daily (5 days a week)
Schools—8 Elementary, 2 High, 3 Others

Churches—Alliance, Anglican, Babot Community Chapel,
Baptist, Catholic, Church of Christ, Evangelical, Lutheran,
Mennonite, Presbyterian, Salvation Army, Seventh Day
Adventist, United.

Assembly Halls—15. Capacity 570

Health Clinic—Provincial Government Building



30-11-83

Transports

146A : 49

Hospitals—1 (130 beds)

Sr. Citizens Homes—4

Personal Care Homes—2
Hotels—4 (111 suites)

Motels—35 (102 suites)
Apartments—34 blocks
Newspapers—2

Libraries—1

Museums—1

T.V. Stns.—Winnipeg, Grand Forks, Devil’s Lake, Brandon
Cable T.V.—Service available.
Radio Stns.—CFRY and Winnipeg

Transport
Rail: Freight: CNR-daily, CPR-daily. Passenger: VIA-daily.

Truck: C.P. Transport 5 times a week; Hale’s Transport daily;
Tomalin Transfer daily (Mon-Fri); CN Express daily (Mon-
Fri), Transx Transportation daily.

Bus: Grey Goose: twice daily, Greyhound: 9 daily to Winnipeg
12 return. Webb Bus Lines: daily to Winnipeg.

Air: 4 miles from city, 4 runways 08-26 (3200'x150") 01-19
(2992'x150”) 12L-30R (3450'x150") 12R-30L (7000’x200’)
lighted. Contact Portage Flying Club, 857-3039

Recreational Facilities

Director: W. Luchik

Pan-Am baseball diamond, swimming pool, beaches, 9-hole
grass green golf course, tennis courts, bowling alleys, curling
& skating rinks, flying club, indoor arena (artificial ice),
theatre, dance halls, full-time recreation director, shcool gym-
nasiums, race track, Island Park, duck hunting (Delta Mar-
shes), cross country skiing, hockey, ringette, baseball, 4-H
clubs, music, singing, skating, dancing lessons

Festivals—Strawberry (July)

Available Buildings/Industrial Property

City of Portage la Prairie Industrial Park, 80 acres available,
serviced, rail spur trackage, 180 acres available for future
development. Contact City Hall for available buildings contact
Industrial Development Committee, c/o City Hall.

Local Statistics

Retail Outlets: 122 (1971 Census), Sales & Receipts $24
million (1971 Census)

Service Outlets: 75 (1971 Census), Sales & Receipts $4
million (1971 Census)

Average Income of all Returns including surrounding area:
$9,044.00/year (Revenue 1978)

Business and Professional Services

Apparel and Accessories Group

Children’s Wear—3
Family Clothing—38
Jewellery Stores—3
Ladies’ Wear—4

Men’s Wear—3
Shoe Stores—3
Tailors—2

Automotive Group

Automotive Parts & Accessories—4
Body Repair Shops—6

Bulk Oil Dealers—4

Car Washes—4

Implement Dealers—3

Motor Vehicle Dealers—8

Service Stations—16

Building and Hardware Group

Building Contractors—2
Hardwares—2
Lumber Yards—5

General Merchandise Group

Catalogue Sales Offices—1
Department Stores—7
General Stores—2

Food & Beverage Group

Bakeries—3

Eating Places—21

Eating Places with Beverage—7
Grocery Stores—21

Liquor Commission—1

Meat Markets—2
Supermarkets—2

Furniture, Appliances and Home Accessories Group

Carpets & Draperies—3
Electrical Appliances—with others
Furniture Stores—5

T V and Radio—4

Professional Group

Accountants—35
Chiropractors—2
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Dentists—35 (4 2 technicians)
Lawyers—9

Medical Doctors—11
Optometrists—3
Veterinarians—4 (animal clinic)

Financial Group

Banks—6
Credit Unions—1
Financial Co’s—4

Other Groups

Barber Shops—8

Beauty Parlours—9
Billiard Parlours—2
Bowling Alleys—2
Laundries—4

Drug Stores—5

Dry Cleaners—3

Egg Grading Stations—1
Electrical Contractors—3
Florists—4

Funeral Service—2

Gift Shops—2

Grain Elevators—5
Hobby Shops—1
Insurance and Real Estate—20
Machine Shops—3
Painters and Decorators—35
Photographers—2
Plumbing and Heating—S5
Printers—2

Road Contractors—1
Shoe Repairs—3
Sporting Goods—2
Theatres—1

Travel Agents—?2
Upholsterers—2

Industries/Major Employers

Firm—Products/Services (Employees)

Agassiz Centre of Youth—(49)

B C Pea Growers—dried peas—(13)

Berkley & Co. (Canada) Ltd.—fishing tackle—(35)
Campbell Soup Co. Ltd —soups—(225)

Grey's Welding—ornamental iron products—(6)
Gunn & Simpson Co. Ltd—memorials—(5)
Manitoba School for Retardates—(680)

Manitoba Telephone System—(70)

Maylan Enterprises Ltd. —glassware—(10)
McCain Foods Ltd.—frozen foods—(250)
McCallister Pea & Seed Cleaners—pea & grain cleaning—
(10)

Paramount Homes Ltd.—mobile homes—(35)
Phillips Cables Ltd.—electrical cables—(80)
Portage Concrete Products—transit mix—(11)
Portage Creamery—butter, milk, icecream—(17)
Portage la Prairie School Division—(400)

Portage Mutual Insurance Co.—(70)

Portage Women's Goal—(20)

Prairie Abattoir Ltd.—custom killing, cured meats—(5)
Prairie Agricultural Machinery Institute—(10)

Richlu Sportswear—casual pants, coats—(36)

Tastee Bakery Products—bakery products—(14 + 3 part-
time)

Troy Metals Industries Ltd.—silver reclamation (9)

Vopni Press Ltd.—printing—(37 + 6 part-time)

1980 COMMUNITY REPORTS STONEWALL

The Town of Stonewall is located 32km north of Winnipeg
and can be reached from the city centre within 35 minutes.
Because of its proximity to Winnipeg, many of Stonewall’s
2,464 people commute daily to work in the city.

Stonewall is a farm service centre for the surrounding area
which produces cereal grains, flax, rapeseed, beef cattle, hogs,
poultry and milk.

A rocket propellant plant was built a few kilometres south of
Stonewall in 1963 by Bristol Aerospace Ltd. At present 120
people are employed at the plant.

Industries locating, expanding or modernizing in Stonewall,
depending on size, may be eligible for either a Federal Govern-
ment grant under the Regional Development Incentives Pro-
gram or an interest free forgivable loan incentive under the
Rural Small Enterprise Incentives Program.

Kinsmen Lake was constructed in one of the old quarries
which are within the town limits. A beach and camping
facilities are available at the Lake.

There are 13 federal employees and 15 provincial civil
servants based in Stonewall.

Population Total 0-19 20-34 35-64 65+
1961 Census 1,420 37.8% 18.7% 28.8% 14.7%
1966 Census 1,577 41.0% 17.5% 26.8% 14.7%
1971 Census 1,583 40.6% 18.9% 27.0% 13.5%
1976 Census 1,830 37.5% 22.1% 26.2% 14.2%
1979 M.H.S.C. 2,464 37.5% 27.2% 23.9% 11.4%

Trading Area Population (incl. population of town): 5,500

Local Contacts
Mayor: A. Krawec, 467-8496

Sec.-Treas.: J. Mauws, 467-2311
Town of Stonewall, Box 250, Stonewall, Man. ROC 2Z0

Interlake Tourist Assoc.

Contact: Wm. R. Aitken,
376-5165 (Arborg)

Chamber of Commerce

President: F. Cosway, 467-8343
Sec.-Treas.: A. Dickson, 467-5875
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Dept. of Economic Development & Tourism
Small Business Assistance Centre: 255-9642 (Winnipeg)

Dept. of Agriculture

Representative: A. Dickson, 467-5511
4-H Aide, J. Cavenagh

Tax Structure

Mill Rate: Industrial & Commercial 164.7, Residential 136.6
Business Tax: 5% of assessed value

Special Taxes: Local Improvement District—16.1

Utilities
Water

Source: Well (town-owned and private)

Treatment: Chlorination Rates: Commercial minimum quar-
terly charge—$54.72 + 48¢-69¢/cubic metre depending on
quarterly consumption.

Sewage

Treatment: Lagoon (3 cells). New cell to be constructed.
Capacity: 8.2 + 7.3 + 6 acres, operating at 100% of capacity.
Force main, lift station 2km trunk sewer and 8km laterals.

Electrical

Contact the local Manitoba Hydro Representative or the
Business Manager, Manitoba Hydro, 177 Main St., Selkirk,
Man. R1A IRS. Phone: 482-7811.

Natural Gas

Greater Winnipeg Gas Co.

General Service Rate: Minimum monthly charge—$1.25 first
2 CCF/month, 13CCF/month—$.3461/CCF and 1985CCF/
month—3$.2850/CCF.

Coal

Sask. Lignite (7,300 B.T.U./Ib) $29.09—$29.34/ton + 5%
Man. Fuel Tax

Heating Oil

(167,000 B.T.U./gal) 77.2¢/gal. Available in tank car lots,
price to be negotiated.

Local Facilities

Fire Protection—1 fire chief, 17 volunteers, 2 pumpers
Police—10 R.C.M.P.

Ambulance—1

Garbage Disposal—Res. weekly, Comm. weekly

Schools—2 Elementary, 1 High, 1 Retarded Children, 1
Kindergarten

Churches—Anglican, Baptist, Catholic, Presbyterian, United
Assembly Halls—S5, Capacity 1,500

Health Clinic—at Hospital

Hospitals—1 (18 beds)

Sr. Citizens Homes—2

Personal Care Homes—1 (30 units)
Hotels—1 (10 suites)

Motels—1 (5 suites)

Apartments—2 (19 suites)

Newspapers—1

Libraries—1

T.V. Stns.—Winnipeg, Pembina

Cable T.V.—Service to be available 1980/81

Radio Stns.—Winnipeg, Portage

Transport
Rail: Freight: CPR—as traffic warrants.
Truck: Stonewall Freight, Monday to Saturday, 4 trucks.

Bus: Grey Goose: daily service twice on Saturday.

Recreational Facilities

Indoor curling & skating rinks with artificial ice, bowling
alley, park, baseball diamonds campgrounds at Kinsmen Lake,
agricultural grounds, tennis courts, billiard hall, senior hockey,
baseball, music lessons, and 4-H clubs.

Available Buildings/Industrial Property

Contact: Town Office.

Local Statistics

Retail Outlets: 30 (local est.) Sales & Receipts $7 million
(local est.)

Service Outlets: 24 (local est.) Sales & Receipts $.75 million
(local est.)

Average Income of all Returns including surrounding area:
$9,209.00/year (Revenue Canada 1978)
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Business and Professional Services

Apparel and Accessories Group

Children’s Wear—1
Fabric Stores—1
Family Clothing—1
Jewellery Stores—1
Ladies’ Wear—1
Shoe Stores—1

Automotive Group

Automotive Parts & Accessories—2
Body Repair Shops—4

Bulk Oil Dealers—4

Car Washes—2

Motor Vehicle Dealers—3

Service Stations—35

Tire Sales & Service—2

Building and Hardware Group

Building Contractors—4
Hardwares—2
Lumber Yards—3

Food & Beverage Group

Bakeries—2

Eating Places—6

Eating Places with Beverage—2
Grocery Stores—2

Liquor Commission—1
Supermarkets—1

Furniture, Appliances and Home Accessories Group

Electrical Appliances—4
Furniture Stores—1
T.V. and Radio—1

Professional Group

Accountants—3
Chiropractors—2
Dentists—2
Lawyers—4
Medical Doctors—6
Optometrists—1
Veterinarians—I

Financial Group

Banks—3
Credit Unions—1

Other Groups

Barber Shops—2

Beauty Parlours—4
Billiard Parlours—-1
Bowling Alleys—1
Laundries—2

Drug Stores—2

Dry Cleaners—3 (agencies)
Electrical contractors—4
Fertilizers—3

Florists—1

Funeral Service—1

Grain Elevators—1

Hobby Shops—1

Insurance and Real Estate—1
Machine Shops—2
Painters and Decorators—3
Plumbing and Heating—4
Printers—1

Road Contractors—I1
Sporting Goods—1
Upholsterers—1

Industries/Major Employers

Firm—Products/Services (Employees)

Banks & Credit Union—(32)

Bristol Aerospace Litd. (10km S.E. of town)—Rocket propel-
lant—(120)

Comstock International Ltd.—road contractors, gravel—(10)
Evelyn Memorial Hospital—(85)

Flexon Industries Ltd.—fibreglass products—(4)

General Stone Products Ltd.—cut rocks—(20)

Interlake Dairy Supplies—(2)

Interlake Graphics—(9)

Interlake Publishing Ltd.—printing & publishing—(12)
Interlake School Division—(93)

Manitoba Hydro—(4)

Manitoba Telephone System—(6)

Mrs. K’s Food Products—pizzas, specialty food—(12)

Post Office—(5)

Provincial Municipal Planning Branch—(6)

Provincial Highways Branch—(14)

Red River Co-op Ltd.—pre-fabricated houses—(10)
Rosewood Lodge—personal care home—(4)

Salkeld Duck & Goose Hatchery—poultry products—(2)
Stonewall Bakery—baked goods—(2)

South Interlake Planning Branch—(2)

Village Bakery—(4)

Standard Limestone Quarries (8km outside town)—cut
rocks—(15 + 7 seasonal)

1980 COMMUNITY REPORTS WINNIPEGOSIS

The Village of Winnipegosis is located on the western shore
of Lake Winnipegosis. It is on Highway 20, 58km north of
Dauphin and 381km northwest of Winnipeg. Rail service is
provided by the Canadian National Railway and there is also
regular truck connections with Dauphin and Winnipeg.

The Village began as a central collection point to handle the
large commercial quantities of fish caught on the lake. The
present population of 963 still depends to a large extent on the
primary industries of fishing and lumbering.

Industries locating, expanding or modernizing in Win-
nipegosis, depending on size, may be eligible for either a
Federal Government grant under the Regional Development
Incentives Program or an interest free forgivable loan incentive
under the Rural Small Enterprise Incentives Program.
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Population Total 0-19 20-34 35-64 65+ Electrical

Contact the local Manitoba Hydro Representative or the
1961 C 980 38.5% 14.4% 35.2% 11.9% ; z
1966 C:::::: 908 38.2% 13.5%  32.4% |5.9¢72 Business Manager, Manitoba Hydro, 235-10th Street, Bran-
1971 Census 895 358% 145% 31.3% 18.4% don, Man. R7A 4E9. Phone: 727-0441.
1976 Census 890 33.7% 18.5% 28.1% 19.7%
1979 M.H.S.C. 963 31.2% 19.5% 29.9% 19.4%

Trading Area Population (incl. population of village): 4,000

Local Contacts
Mayor: J. Ogryzlo, 656-4760

Sec.-Treas.: S. Yakielashek, 656-4791, Village of Winnipego-
sis, Box 370, Winnipegosis Man. ROL 2G0

Parkland Regional Development Inc.

Manager: G. E. Cooper.

638-5919 (Dauphin)

President: J. Potoski, 638-3366 (Dauphin)

Parkland Tourist & Convention Assoc.

Contact: Mrs. G. Hall, 638-4987 (Dauphin)

Chamber of Commerce

President: G. Bergen, 656-4650

Sec.-Treas.: P. Takashima 656-4350

Dept of Economic Development & Tourism

Regional Development Consultant: S. Davidge, 638-3602
(Dauphin)

Dept. of Agriculture

Representative: P. Kiez, 638-911 ext. 228 (Dauphin)
4-H Program Assist.: C. Currie (Dauphin)

Tax Structure

Mill Rate: Industrial & Commercial 201.98, Residential
180.53

Business Tax: 1% of assessed value

Special taxes: 35¢/ft. frontage for pavement, 50c/ft. frontage
for water & sewer.

Utilities

Water

Source: Well, Quality: Spec. Cond. 965 umho, Treatment:
Solids contact softening, filter, chlorine, Capacity: 108,000
gals/day, Peak Consumption: 25,000 gals/day, Average:
20,000 gals/day. Rates: First 1,000 gals—$5.75/1000 gals,
$5.25/1000 gals for all consumption thereafter.

Sewage

Treatment: Lagoon (2 cells), Capacity: 10 acres, operating at
50% of capacity.

Coal

Sask. Lignite (7,300 B.T.U./Ib) $29.86—8$30.11/ton + 5%
Man. Fuel Tax.

Heating Oil

(167,000 B.T.U./gal) 80.7¢/gal. Available in tank car lots,
price to be negotiated.

Local Facilities

Fire Protection—15 volunteers, 1 truck, 1 pumper
Police—2 town policemen, 2 part-time
Ambulance—1

Garbage Disposal—Res. weekly, Comm. twice a week
Schools—1 Elementary, 1 High

Churches—Catholic, Greek Orthodox, Jehovah’s Witnesses,
Mennonite, Presbyterian, Seventh Day Adventists, United

Assembly Halls—4, Capacity 1,000

Hospitals—1 (22 beds)

Sr. Citizens Homes—1 (13 suites)

Hotels—1 (6 suites)

Motels—1 (8 suites)

Apartments—1 (4 suites)

Libraries—1

T.V. Stns.—CKYD Dauphin, CBWT Winnipeg relay

Radio Stns.—Dauphin, Winnipeg, Portage

Transport
Rail: Freight: CNR—as traffic warrants

Truck: Winnipegosis-Camperville Freighter—3 times a week
to Winnipeg.

Bus: Grey Goose—daily service except Sunday.

Air: West side of village. 1 runway: 06-24 (1000'x75’). Con-
tact: W. Gensisky, 656-4422.

Taxi: Winnipegosis 656-4847
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Recreational Facilities

Golf course, swimming, curling rink, arena, beach, cabins,
boating, trailer facilities, Ukrainian Dance lessons, music les-
sons, minor hockey, fastball, and 4-H clubs.

Festivals—Annual Picnic and Homecoming (June)

Available Buildings/Industrial Property

22 year old frame building, formerly a theatre available. Floor
area 3000 sq. ft. Contact: Bernard Sass, Winnipegosis.

Local Statistics

Retail Outlets: 16 (1966 census) Sales & Receipts $.94 million
(1966 census)

Service Outlets: 6 (1966 census) Sales & Receipts $.24 million
(1966 census)

Average Income of all Returns including surrounding area:
$5,706.00/year (Revenue Canada 1978)

Business and Professional Services

Automotive Group

Body Repair Shops—1
Bulk Oil Dealers—2
Car Washes—1
Implement Dealers—1
Service Stations—3

Building and Hardware Group

Building Contractors—3
Hardwares—2

Lumber Yards—2
Woodworking—1

General Merchandise Group
Catalogue Sales Offices—1

Food & Beverage Group
Bakeries—1
Eating Places—3
Eating Places with Beverage—1
Liquor Commission—1
Locker Plants—1
Meat Markets—2

Furniture Appliances and Home Accessories Group
TV and Radio—1

Professional Group

Accountants—1 (part-time)
Medical Doctors—1

Financial Group

Banks—1
Credit Unions—1

Other Groups

Barber Shops—1

Beauty Parlours—4
Billiard Parlours—1
Laundries—I1

Drug Stores—1

Dry Cleaners—1
Electrical Contractors—?2
Fertilizers—2

Grain Elevators—I1
Insurance and Real Estate—4
Plumbing and Heating—1

Industries/Major Employers

Firm—Products/Services (Employees)

Lakeside Boat Works—Dboats (3)

Marchenski Lumber Co Ltd—building supplies, hardware
(10)

Wm Sass—sash & doors, cabinets, cupboards (2);
Winnipegosis Boat Works—boats (2)

Winnipegosis Box & Mill Work—Ilumber, pallets, boxes (35)
Winnipegosis Hospital—(29)

Winnipegosis Hotel—(9)

APPENDIX 3
To Laverne
From Dale
Railway Abandonment Hearings on Manitoba branch lines.

18 hearings held on lines in Manitoba. The Erwood Sub. is still
pending.

Applications for abandonment by CN and CP:

1. Portion of the Cabot Sub. Abandonment Granted

2 Boissevain Sub. Abandonment Granted

3 Portion of Varcoe Sub. Abandonment Granted

4.  Portion of Ridgeville Sub. Abandonment Granted

5. Portion of Neepawa Sub. Abandonment Granted

6 Portion of Pleasant Pt. Sub.  Abandonment Granted

7 Portion of Carman Sub. (CN) Abandonment Granted

8 Portion of Carman Sub. (CP) Abandonment Granted

9.  Portion of Wawanesa Sub. Abandonment Granted

10.  Portion of Hartney Sub. Abandonment Granted

11. Review of Lenore Sub. Abandonment Granted

12.  Neepawa Sub. Abandonment Granted

13.  Rossburn Sub. Abandonment Granted

14.  Lyleton Sub. Abandonment Granted

15. Oakland Sub. Abandonment Granted

16.  Portion of Erwood Sub. PENDING—IST Hearing
held Sept. 16/82, adjourned
for CN to gather more
information. 2ND Hearing
Jan. 25/83

Abandonment Granted

17.  Winnipegosis Sub.
Abandonment Granted

18. Inwood Sub.
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Estimated Canada-North Atlantic Container Traffic
(000’s metric tonnes)
1981 Share % 1982 Share %

ACL 120 2iid 170 4.5
Hapag 500 11.4 485 12.8
POL 45 1.0 120 3.2

Sub-total 665 15.1% 775 20.5%
TFL 110 2.5 - -
Dart 320 7 S E -

Sub-total Halifax 1,095 25.0% 775 20.5%
ACL 260 5.9 238 653
Cast 1,377 31:5 853 22.6
Sofati - - 35 0.9
Manchester 643 14..7 611 16.2
CP 763 17 .4 716 19.0
Dart 214 4.9 517 1357
Others 25 0.5 30 0.8

Sub-total Montreal 3,282 75.0% 3,000 79.5%
Total Canada-North Atlantic 4,377 100.0% A 100.0%
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Report To The Halifax-Dartmouth Port Commission

on CN's further involvement with

Cast and/or Sofati Container Line

As you are undoubtedly aware, Canadian National is actively
considering the acguisition of both Cast Containers Ltd., a
subsidiary company of Eurocanadian Shipholdings (Bermuda),

and Sofati Container Line, a Canadian owned company registered
in Bermuda.

Presumably, CN would exchange its present 18% interest in
Eurocanadian, along with preferred shares in the company for
a 75% interest in Cast Containers Ltd., without any require-
ment for "new" money, while $2-$3 million is required for
the Sofati purchase.

The Cast transaction in itself would be relatively benign,
at this point, as CN wrote down its $62 million investment
in Eurocanadian to $0 in the CN 1982 annual report.

However, when upon acquiring a controlling interest in Cast
Containers Ltd., if CN were to operate the company as a
going concern in competition with private sector companies
in the North Atlantic then the following adverse results
would follow :

1 One or more competing carriers will be forced out of
the Canadian North Atlantic trade.

North Atlantic container trade at Canadian ports (Halifax
and Montreal) declined by 14% in 1982, and continues to
deteriorate in 1983. At the same time, Cast and Sofati
have added a combined total of 100,000 new annual two way
container slots to the available container capacity in the
Canada-North Atlantic trade, representing an increase in
supply of more than 20% over what was available this time
last year.

The result has naturally been to cause severe downward
pressure on ocean shipping rates; to the point where revenues
do not cover out of pocket costs, in many cases.

II. A CN controlled North Atlantic container shipping
operation not calling at U.S. east coast ports will
reguire subsidies in order to be competitive.

Successful shipping companies must be able to operate in
several trades in order to cover periodic financial losses
in any one trade e.g. the present Canada-Ncrth Atlantic
container trade.
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Unlike airports in Canada, there is freedom of access to
Canadian and American seaports for any aspiring entrepreneur
who wishes to redirect his shipping tonnage to what he
perceives to be a more lucrative trade. Also exporters and
importers in Canada and the U.S. have free access to any
Canadian or American port for oversezs shipments.

Very large container ships (capacity of 3,000-4,000 twenty
foot long containers) have a markedly lower operating cost
per unit of capacity than do container ships in the 1,500-
2,000 capacity range (Cast).

Very large container ships are not able to operate to
Montreal due to water depth restrictions, also they must
draw on a larger market area than that available at the
Port of Montreal (Eastern Canada and the Midwest U.S.).
It is not economically feasible for any size contairner
vessel to call at Montreal in conjunction with U.S. east
cqQast port calls.

A CN controlled Cast will only be price competitive with
the very large container ships operating on the east coast
if it is subsidized.

I11. The need to minimize financial lcsses of a CN controlled

Cast will influence CN management to discourage compet-
itors in the Canada-North Atlantic trade from using the
Port cof ;Halifax.

At the present time, large container ship operators in the
East Coast North America-Europe trade perceive the Pocrt of
Halifax as the most viable gateway for the Eastern Canada
segment of their total business, and use CN Rail exclusively
(no other rail option) for their non Atlantic Provinces
portion (representing 80% of their volume at the port).

The 20% of their volume at the Port of Halifax, relating to
Atlantic Canada trade is not large enough in itself, to
justify a regular service to the port.

All of these large container ship operators, without excep-
tion, call at the Port of New York, and are able to select-
ively serve the Ontario and Quebec market from that port by
purchasing truck services, although in most cases at the
present time, CN Rail service via the Port of Halifax is
the better option for higher volumes.

Canadian Freight Association container tariffs (CN and CP
Rail) are based on the annual volume of container traffic
offered to a railway, and the per unit price decreases as
the annual volume of trafific moved by a railway for the
container carrier customer goes up, and vice versa.
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Therefore a combination of decline in available Eastern Canadian
volume (Cast price competition) and an increase in rail rates
(or decreased freguency of rail service) as a result of lower
rail volumes, or a general upward adjustment in rail tariffs
will result in a discontinuance of regular liner service to

the Port of Halifax.

IV. A decrease in North Atlantic container service at the Port
of Halifax will have a detrimental effect on Canada's
exports; particularly from Ontario and the Atlantic
Provinces.

At the present time over 50% of North Atlantic containerized
exports handled at the Port of Halifax originate in the Province
of Ontario, and 20% originate in the Atlantic Provinces.

The Ontario shipper has the option of using North Atlantic
services at the Port of Montreal as well as truck service to
the Port of New York, in addition to the services available
at the Port of Halifax.

However, truck service to the Port of New York is the most
expensive option, and a curtailment of liner services at the
Port of Halifax will effectively leave only the Port of Montreal
option.

Shippers in the Atlantic Provinces do not have the New York
option and, a decrease in service at the Port of Halifax would
require rail transport to Montreal, at an additional expense
for Atlantic Provinces' exporters.

Yz Canadian covernment ownershio (through CN) of a container
shipping companv will have a cdetrimental effect on Canads-
U.S. relations.

All container shipping operations calling only at the Port of
Montreal require upwards of 50% of their volume to be U.S.
Midwest cargo.

A Bill to control the movement of U.S. cargo via Canadian ports
(HR 3637) was introduced in the previous U.S. Congress but was
not supported by the Reagan administration due to the private
enterprise nature of container operations at Montreal.

The North Atlantic Ports Association (representing American
ports from Boston to Norfolk) identified Cast as the main
participant in diverting U.S. cargo via the Port of Montreal
and lobbied diligently in support of the Bill.
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A new Bill has now been introduced in the American Congress,
and the U.S. Administration will, uncdoubtedly be more supp-
ortive of its passage, if a Canadian government agency is
seen to be involved in damaging U.S. interest.

VI.

CN's rationale for operating z dezp sea container shipping
company is basically without mexit, and contrary to the
National Transportation Act.

CN claims that the traffic provided by Cast is essential
to the profitability of both CN Rail and their U.S.
subsidary Grand Trunk Corporation; for without it, CP
Rail, through their binding relationship with the consor-
tium of Manchester Liners - Dart Containerline - CP Ships,
would carry all the container traffic between Montreal
and the U.S. Midwest.

Such a thesis ignores the ease with which a deep sea

container competitor can establish itself in Montreal
i.e. Sofati Container Line was in business within 30

days of announcing its formation.

Secondly, CN Rail has participated in Manchester Liner's
and Dart Containerline's traffic between Detroit and
Montreal, and is alledged to have stated that this traffic
"issnotuiprofitablie s

More recently, CN Rail had carried Dart Containerline's
Western Canada traffic up until April of 1983.

The National Transportation Act is based on competition

as the principal regulator within modes of transport and
an admission by CN Rail that it cannot compete for traffic
without acquiring ownership of the customer undermines the
purpose of the Act.

Most importantly such a statement is evidence of the
inherent danger in having a shipping lines'traffic tied

to a railway through common partnership, or ownership
arrangements; which was the central issue in the CTC

Water Transport Committee 1981 hearings in Halifax regard-
ing the proposal of Canadian Pacific to acquire an interest
in the St. Lawrence River Consortium. The CTC decision
approving the acquisition has been appealed to the federal
cabinet, and is still awaiting a decision.
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CN claims that common ownership of land and sea modes of
container transport offers efficiencies that are reguired
by importers and exporters.

Such a statement is blatantly false, and implies that
existing deep sea container carrier customers of the
railways including Cast, do not provide door-to-door
service for their customers.

This issue is dealt with in some detail in The Halifax-
Dartmouth Port Commission Appeal to Cabinet on CTC
decision WTC 2-82.

CN claims that the $52 million loss from operations of
Eurocanadian for the fiscal year ending March 31, 1982
was not due to container operations, but resulted from
the depressed market for bulk tonnage; therefore a take-
over of Eurocanadian's container operation will not
result in cash outflows.

At the CP Ltd. annual shareholders' meeting of May 4,
1983, Frederick Burbidge, Chairman of CP Ltd. is gquoted
as saying, due to overtonnaging "it will take a good
while before CP's bulk shipping, and container operations
achieve profitable rates".

Mr. Burbidges predictions are generally supported by
knowledgable people in the North Atlantic container
shipping industry.

CN claims that even with a container rail monopoly at
the Port of Halifax, it cannot be competitive with
American railroads operating between the U.S. Midwest
and the ports of New York and Baltimore, due to the
longer distance from Halifax, and therefore requires
service to Montreal for U.S. Midwest cargo.

Such a statement ignores the qualitative aspects of
Canadian railway operations that provide CN with comp-
etitive advantages over American railways i.e.

- less densely populated thoroughfares

- rail tracks direct to ocean piers

- better roadbeds and rail track

- highly developed inland rail ports

- competitive container-on-chassis common user truck
haulage at inland rail ports, obviating the need
for shipping line owned container truck chassis.
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We believe the foregoing to accurately reflect the existing
situation, and would recommend that we inform all possible,

about the dangers of CN competing in North Atlantic container
shipping.

Gary H. Blaikie,
Executive-Director
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Estimated Canada-North Atlantic Container Traffic
(000’s metric tonnes)
1981 Share % 1982 Share %

ACL 120 2.7 170 4.5
Hapag 500 11.4 485 12.8
POL 45 20 120 3.2

Sub-total 665 15.1% 775 20.5%
TFL 110 2.5 - -
Dart 320 7:3 - -

Sub-total Halifax 1,095 25.0% 775 20.5%
ACL 260 5.9 238 6:3
Cast 1877 8115 853 22.6
Sofati - - 35 0.9
Manchester 643 14.7 611 16.2
CP 763 17.4 716 19,0
Dart 214 4.9 517 18 .7
Others 25 0.5 30 0.8

Sub-total Montreal 3,282 75.0% 3,000 79.5%
Total Canada-North Atlantic 4,377 100.0% 3,775 100.0%
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APPENDIX ‘‘TRPT-248"’

July 14th/83
R.R.2 Grandview,
Man. ROL 0OYO
(submission
Aug. 4-5 Wpg.)

Clerk of the Standing Committee
on Transport.

Mr. Chairman:

I find it very untimely and ironic that the government of the day of
Canada would consider abolishing the Crow’s Nest Pass rates at a time when
farm net incomes are falling and farm inputs and costs are rising at a
terrific rate with no indication in sight that grain prices would not decline
further.

I contend that destroying the only protection the grain producer
ever had against absorbently high freight rates would jeopardize the well
being of the family farm and many a private operator. There are no guarantees
that freight rates would not rise above the 5 times crow rate by the year 2000
also there are no guarantees that grain prices would not decline further.
This places the western grain producer in a very precarious position. I see
no reason why the needs of the railways could not be determined, negotiated
and accomplished without touching the Crow’s Nest Pass rates.

Updating the railroads and the Crow’s Nest Pass rates are two
separate issues and should be treated as such.

Thank you.

Arthur Morin
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APPENDIX "TRPT-249"

Aneroid, Sask.
Box 85
July 21,/83

Dear Sir:
I am writing in regards to the proposed Crow rate change. The Pepin
plan as proposed is totally unacceptable for the western canadian farmer.
The Crow rate must remain. The Pepin plan as proposed is far too costly
and will cause hardship to me and every community in the West.
A small farmer such as myself, and there are many of us; growing
10,000 bushels of wheat a year, paying $1400. for freight under the Crow
rate cannot be burdened with this massive rate increase. By 1992 that
$1400. will become $7,000. or more; just an unbelievable figure. In that
10 year period, the small community of Aneroid will have spent over 4.5 million
dollars to the railways; or some 3.75 millions more than we would have
paid under the Crow rate.
Other aspects of the Crow rate that should and must remain to help a
lot of us viable are. Fixed freight rate. Under Pepin's plan rates would

become variable and much too costly. Therefore, the Crow must stay.

Thanking you,

Yours truly,

Ken Pigott
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APPENDIX "TRPT-250"

Box 64,
Deadwood, Alberta.

Suns's

We are very concerned about the proposed changes in
the Crow Rate.

Our area encompasses productive farm land stretching
43 miles south of Manning, Alberta -, 25 miles north of
Manning, bordering the Peace River on the east boundary
to 20-25 miles west of the river. Manning is our nearest
elevator point. Many of our farmers are hauling up to
50 miles one way to get their grain to the elevator.
OQur own farm is 31 miles from the delivery point.

There are over 500 permit book holders in this area
who must deliver to the Manning Elevators. The proposed
changes will eventually result in fewer elevator gathering
points and it has been suggested that the Rycraft area
would be the home of a large gathering system. Manning
is over 125 miles north-west of Rycraft. The money spent
keeping the rails in good working condition would then
have to be spent on the road system as this system would
suffer from the increased traffic. The trucks now owned
by the farmers would have .to be replaced with bigger,
vaster more expensive units. A cost the farmer certainly
cannot afford.

The Peace River area is one of the last remaining
productive areas that is still in the pioneering stage.
New land is being developed each year and put into pro-
duction. The ceiling proposed in the Pepin-Crow-Change
will be a determent to these new young farmers opening up
new lands. Again an extra cost we can i1l afford.

The present crow rate from our delivery point, Manning
is 27¢ per cwt. Five times the Crow is 1.15% per cwt. and
there is no guarantee that the increase will stop there.

We already pay the freight on everything we buy; tractors,
farm machinery, counter food, clothing, - everything. We
are the only element in society that pays the freight on
our own products that we must sell on the international
market.
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Upgrading of the railway system is essential as
it is an integral part of the economy of Canada. How-
ever this should not be put on the backs of an already
over-burdened farming society. The public as a whole
benefits from a healthy farming industry. The public
as a whole should maintain and reap the profits from a
Canadian railway system.

I totally reject a Crow change and as far as the
double 80-proposal this is just one more example of a
provincial governments total disregard for the family
farm. The family farm is and will always be the bases of
a healthy farm society. The proposed crow change will
further erode the family farm.

Respectfully submitted,
by

Patricia A. Reinders
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APPENDIX "TRPT-251"

July 13, 1983

Transport Committee
House of Commons
Ottawa

K1A 0A6

Attention: Mr Maurice Dionne, Chairman

RE: BILL C-155 CHANGING THE CROW'S NEST PASS RATE

Dear Sir:

I am writing to advise you that the Humboldt City Council
considered the above matter at its most recent meeting and passed
the following resolution in consequence:

"That we send the House of Commons Transport and
Communications Commitee a letter informing it that the
Municipality of Humboldt is opposed to Bill C-155 changing
the Crow's Nest Pass rate, since the implementation of this
Bill would impose on the Municipality heavy additional
expenditures for extending and improving its road network."”

Passed ® 9 0 0 00 0000

The Council trusts you will bear their views in mind when
considering this question.

Thank you for your attention.

Yours sincerely,

Fred W. Saliken
Secretary-Treasurer
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Marc A. Schindler
2724 Farriers Lane
Gloucester, Ont.
KI1T 1X8

29 August 1983

Mr. Jesse P. Flis, M.P.
(L - Parkdale-High Park)
House of Commons

Ottawa, Ont. KI1A 0A6

Dear Mr. Flis;

Thank you for your letter of August 4 in reply to my earlier letter
complaining about taxpayer support of the government’s advertising blitz
drumming up support for the killing of the Crow rate.

Unfortunately, your letter doesn’t really answer any of my objections.
Traditionally, government viewpoints are communicated via press release, which
are considerably less expensive than an advertising blitz. It seems that your
government has become so unpopular that you feel a higher profile mode of
communication is necessary to get your point actoss! That doesn’t speak well
for the future of your government.

Now as for the rest of your letter, I think you have your historical facts a
little screwed around. Your are correct in stating that the 1880 contract
obliged the CPR to operate the railway efficiently forever. What you
conviniently ‘‘forget’’ to mention is that that contract was made with the
Canadian Pacific Railway Company--not quire the same entity as CP Rail, a
subsidiary of Canadian Pacific Limited. The old CPR had direct access to the
land grant revenues, but the ‘‘new’’ CP Ltd., in its wisdom, chose to spin off
the management of its land grant revenues from the railroad operations. Of
course there was nothing in the original contract to suggest that the land
grant revenues should cover operating costs, because it was obvious, as the
revenues accrued directly to the rail operations. This is not the case today,
but it’s the CPR that made the decision to separate the two--so why should
taxpayers or farmers pay for that corporate maneuver? A maneuver, I might add,

which shows who had more business guile--the governmnent of the day or the CPR
management.

By 1961 the MacPherson Royal Commission had an empty mandate--the government
hadn’t foreseen the trend towards modern corporate decentralization, and all
the MacPherson Commission could do was avoid embarassing the government.
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There is a third major problem which your government has consistently refused
even to discuss, and that is the political ramifications of this issue. I
can’t help but speculate what gentlemen like Pierre Trudeau and Jean-Luc Pepin
would say if a Conservative government like the Joe Clark government, with
little representation in Québec, had attempted to pass bilingualism-weakening
legislation, for instance. What’s the difference between that hypothetical
situation and your situation vis-a-vis the Crow rate?

If you want to be fair, your government would, if it insists on killing the
Crow, at least take back the 1land grant properties, revenue from which
currently makes up about 70% of CP’s total income, and turn that property over
to the farmers to help them sta competitive with U.S. farmers. Since that’s
obviously impossible, your only 1logical alternative is to leave the Crow
alone. It will be interesting to see if you feel inspired to be guided by
logic and reason.

Yours sincerely,

Marc A. Schindler

cc: Hon. Lloyd Axworthy, Minister of Transport
Hon. Don Mazankowski, MP (PC - Vegreville)
Mr. Les Benjamin, MP (NDP - Regina West)
Mr. Maurice Dionne, MP (L - Northumberland-Miramichi)
Mr. Jim Peterson, MP (L - Willowdale)
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11109 Kalamalka Rd.
Vernon, B.C.

V1B 1L8

August 28, 1983

Mr. Morris Dione, MP
House of Commons
Ottawa, Ont.

Dear Mr. Dione

Just yesterday I heard on CBC Radio that you are the Chairman of the
Parliamentary Committee on Railways, which prompted me to send you a copy of
my brief to the Royal Commission on Economy, which is on the subject of
railway transport.

I must admit my scepticizm that it will ever be taken seriously by anyone of
importance. After all I am just an ordinary naturalized citizen, who knows a
little about the railways from the sectionman level to peach my opinions

against learned experts who testified at the hearings of your Committee, but
just the same I c ould not resist to get it off my chest.

Your sincerely

(Original signed by

Ivan Shumuk



146A : 72 Transport 30-11-83

BRIEF TO THE ROYAL COMMISSION ON THE ECONOMY

The railway transport is a very important factor in the economy of almost any
country byt exceptionally so in Canada because of the exceptional characted of
the Canadian geography. This fact of life suggests that Canada must strive to
develop the most efficient and economical railway transport system in order to
be able to compete effectively in the world markets with countries whose
geography is much less of an obstacle, as well as serve adequately, the
internal ecomic needs. Instead, we have the most expensive and inefficient
railway system of any industrialized nation.

In the first place, there is no such thing as a Canadian railway system. What
we have, instead, are two parallel main systems. The good old CPR was built
some 100 years ago as a realization of a national dream but gradually over the
century it turned into a national nightmare, which, instead of helping the
national economy has a strangling effect on it. Originally it was envisaged
as any private enterprise which was supposed to operate on a profit incentive,
therefore it was favouring profitable sectors with a complete disregard for
the national interest.

The passenger and express parcel services were run down to the ground on
purpose as unprofitable. Both of them were taken over successfully by
Greyhound and other bus companies. Some years ago the grain shipment was
slowed down to a trickle under the pretext of the shortage of box cars, while
there were reports of empty box cars sitting idle tucked away on inconspicious
sidings, in order to extract subsidies for rolling stock. The railway beds
were never of very high standard, but gradually in recent decades, were
allowed to deteriorate to a dangerous condition in order to extort more
subsidies for upgrading and double tracking.

These are only a few examples to prove the point that railway companies serve
very poorly the interest of the national economy. The CPR 1is devoted to
serving the interests of its shareholders and to show ‘‘profit’’ at all costs.
The CNR a crown corporation, whose implied obligation is to serve the whole
nation, cannot do so under present rules which are tailored to ‘‘private
enterprises’’ and the profit motive. Come to think of it, sometimes it
manages to outdo the CPR in mismanagement. The worst example of it is a waste
of millions of dollars on an idiotic, shameless, self-glorification on TV
advertising. Also, its involvement in mining, hotels and other sidelines has
nothind to do with railway service. The reason for all those, and many more
too numerous to mention, shortcomings is a logical rseult of the original
misconception that the railway could be run as any other private enterprise.
The profit motive is very effective and a legitimate concept in most areas of
economic activity, but there are some exceptions, in which it is either
unworkable or counterproductive. Among them are: education, health and
hospital care, road and highway systems, and definitely the railway transport.

Obviously, the staunch defenders of ‘‘free enterprise’’ will cry wolf. ‘‘This
is socialism’’ yet they do not cry ‘‘socialism’’ in regard to public road
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systems, which are built and maintained by the governments, paid for through
taxes and are in direct and unfair competition with the railways. How is it
possible the Greyhound can provide faster and cheaper passenger service using
much mor expensive equipment, which is also several times more expensive to
operate? Because Greyhound 1is heavily subsidized by the taxpayer, by being
provided with good quality highways for a token of the licence fee which would
hardly pay for snow removal, never mind the capital cost of building the
highway, which is much higher per mile than the cost of building the railway.

When the railways refused to provide the passenger service and a crown
corporation, Via Rail took over. It was charged by the railWays not only for
the operating cost(which was inflated to provide for profit), but it also had
to pay for the rent of the railway bed and of the right of way! While = the
Greyhound bus could travel on practically rent free highways, with an average
speed of 90 km/hr, the Via Rail train could only make about half that speed on
a spongy, rickety railway track.

The same can be said about trucking, especially the long distance freight
hauling. Semi-trailers are clogging our highways, 1loaded not only with
perishable goods and high cost merchandise, but also with all kinds of low
cost bulk freight. An undeniable proof of gross inefficiency of the railways
is the fact that the trucking industry is able to compete in such fields as
hauling wood chips on long distances. A couple of years ago when Sweden did
buy a considerable amount of wood chips from B.C. whole truck fleets were
hauling them to the port of Roberts Bank from such distant points as Lumby,
B.C. (600 km) and Blue River B.C. How to explain this phenomena, when
railway transport is much more efficient energywise, and when a separate
driver is needed for every 30 tonnes truck load, while a 1000 tonnes train
could be run by two or three people?

A smooth, fast and inexpensive railway service would drastically reduce the
cost of goods manufactured in central Canada and sold in the East and in the
west, it would maintain a reasonable return to our farmers as well as reduce
the transportation costs of all other exports, making them more competitive
and more profitable to the producers. It would not only benefit the national
economy, but it would also reduce regional disparity and therefore contribute
to the national unity.

Can this rosey dream be achieved under the present system? Definitely not!
The present system, despite ridiculously high freight rates, cannot generate
enough revenue to maintain itself. It constantly runs to the government for
more subsidies, but in order to obtain them, it has to make obvious that a
disaster is imminent, therefore an element of disincentive is built into the
system: the more efficient--the less eligible for subsidy and viceversa. The
profit incentive is not conducive to promote a long term investment, as for
instance, in a high quality railway bed, because it tends to affect adversely
the short term profit picture. There seems to be an effort to operate on a
minimum input of the capital, in order to maximize the profit ratio, risking
even the safety margins.
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I have no access to relevant statistical data, but I strongly believe that in
Europe where the railways operate as national systems, the safety record is
much higher than in Canada or the USA especially the derailments caused by
faulty tracks are practically unheard of in Europe. On this continent they
are of epidemic proportions. The main reason for it is the appalling state of
disrepair of our railway tracks.

The progress of technology in the last century was of astronomical

proportions, but somehow, it almost completely bypassed our railways. The
spike, a key component, that literally holds the train on the tracks is
exactly the same as it was 100 years ago. Such a backward, underdeveloped

country as Poland did wuse woodscrews instead of spikes on its railways, at
least in critical spots such as around rail joints and on switches, as long as
fifty years ago. I have seen German railways during the war; rails bolted
down to steel ties, laid on a thick bed of crushed rock. 1In Belgium, I have
seen rails bolted down to reinforced concrete ties.

On my recent drive from Vancouver, I stopped on the north shore of the Fraser
River, between Agassis and Hope, to take a look at the CPR track. I examined
eight rail joints in a row, and to my horror found the spikes on each side of
every joint sticking up two inches or more. For such gross negligence of
public safety in Europe, someone would be fired or even put in jail,.but not
in Canada, because it is not the negligence of a local roadmaster, but of the
Board of Directors in the head office in Montreal, who are above the law. If
it is a common occurrence on such main thoroughfares as the Fraser Canyon,
then it cannot be much better right across the country--from sea to sea!

I hope that enough has been said about the shortcomings of our railways to
show that the present system is unworkable. The question is: What to do
about it to change it for the better?

The lastest move of the federal government to pour additional billions of
public money in subsidies, is a traditional band-aid approach, which will not
help much. Abolishing the Crow rates and gradually relocating the main burden
of the cost on the Canadian grain farmer is unfair, and outright dangerous to
the future, not only of the farming community, but of the whole country. The
farming population constitutes less than 15% of the total and the grain
farmers, a fraction of that, therefore they have not the numbers to be a
political influence. The government in power might have come to a misleading
conclusion that it can mistreat them without the danger of being defeated by
them. I believe that this approach is very dangerous.

The farmers have inumerable adversities to content with. The climate, weeds,
bugs, high interest rates, high operating costs and unpredictable world grain
prices. They have a hard enough time as it is. If any more burden is piled
upon their shoulders, they may just give up as they did in communist
countries, where they were treated as dirt. The result of it is for all to
see. Countries with an abundance of good arable land, fair climate, that used
to be the main exporters of agricultural products became agricultural
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disasters that cannot feed themselves. The farmers, in general, are a very
dedicated, hard working kind of people but to assume that they will produce
under any condition is very dangerous because that is exactly what the
communists did assume.

It is 1inevitable to subsidize the railways, at least to the extent that the
highway transportation is subsidized, that is, to provide them with good
dependable railway tracks at the expense of all Canadians, not just the
farmers or other minority groups. But any massive subsidy like this has to be
applied in such a way that it will reflect in lower freight rates, faster more
efficient service for the benefit of the whole country. Of course, it cannot
be achieved under present dual, private non-private system.

The only 1logical answer could be one universal national railway system,
operated as a Crown corporation responsible to the government. Of course,
this brings up the question of how to nationalize the CPR! How to break the
taboo that no one, the royal commissions, the politicians on the right, left
and centre nor the learned economists have the guts to even mention. Taboo is
Taboo!

In order to bring some sense in it lets go back some 100 years and try to
refresh the memory--how it all started. Canadian Pacific was built from money
raised as share capital or loans mainly in England. The right of way was
provided free of charge by the Government of Canada, in addition to its tracks
of potential agricultural land, millions of acres of mineral rights, as well
as other millions of acres of timber rights, were bestowed on CPR as a part of
the deal for providing an efficient railway service including a fixed rate for
shipping of prairie grain. The company built the railway and operated it to
the best of its ability, building up gradually its vast business empire on the
endowments received under the railway deal, but running them as separate
business entities under several subsidiary companies. While it did reap vast
profits from its subsidiaries, it did not apply any of them toward the railway
improvement or modernization.

Gradually a paradox emerged, a poor starving parent company, the CPR, running
constantly cap in hand to the federal government for handouts, while its
subsidiaries which originally were meant to be part of the deal, could not be
touched for any of the profits. The CPR skill in separating the profitable
from the wunprofitable did not end there. It began to apply these skills to
the railway operations. The passenger services express, branch 1lines were
chucked out and now the Crow rates are under attack as unprofitable.

My humble suggestion is that the federal government should propose to buy out
the railway operations for one dollar flat and thereby release the poor
company from unbearable burdens. As a token of an appreciation of the past
services, the CPR should be allowed to Kkeep its real estate, its mines,
plains, sheep, hotels and other properties except the railways and everything
directly belonging to them. It is about time for Canada to throw off this
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colonial parasite off its back and take over effective control of its railways
as a vital sector of its economy.

The obvious advantages of the operation as one unit is in the first place,
abolution of duplication. Savings of billions of dollars can be achieved on
the stretch from Kamloops to Vancouver alone, which could be changed almost
overnight to a double track operation, because two tracks are in place already
except that they are operated separately as two single tracks, CPR and CNR
with all the resulting inefficiency. No doubt that large savings could be
realized right through the system including the abolition of one set of
management.

While heavy subsidies will have to continue, they will be applied for the
benefit of the whole national economy instead of for the benefit of the CPR
shareholders.

The main thrust of the policy should not be to make profit (who makes profit
on the highways?) but to provide efficient inexpensive railway service by
which the whole national economy will profit.

The CPR cannot hold for ransom 25,000,000 Canadians forever. After all, there
was the Hudson’s Bay Company before there was a Canada, now it is known just
as the Bay and the Canadians are no worse off because of it. Perhaps it is
the ripe time for CPR to become just CP and the Canadians will definitely
benefit by it.

Respectfully submitted:

(Original signed by)

IVAN SHUMUK,

11109 Kalamalka Road,

Vernon, British Columbia

V1B /1L8 July 1983
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(TYPED FROM HANDWRITTEN LETTER)

Box 58
MacGregor, Man.

July 29, 1983

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN

There can only be one stand on the Crow rate. IT IS NOT BARGAINABLE.

To tamper with the crow rate and take if off or out of statute
will drastically change the make up of the farming community in Canada.

Admittedly the rate charged in the 1800's does not seem to be fair
to day all the cards are not on the table. Last week I counted a
train of 117 cars, all hoppers, none with a RR logo. Time was when
it was 30 cars or so and each held half the amount, these were also
owned by the RR. Perhaps if factors like this were taken into
consideration the Crow rate is not so bad.

Last year the CPR stopped double trading in mid season, they
were out of money. Government money that is. Their annual report
showed a profit of millions of dollars, but why put it into cons-
truction when the farmers and the Canadian Government will build
the track for you. Again the two milk cows were to be called upon.

At present it costs me a twenty dollar bill to ship a trackload.
If the rates are to increase 5 fold this goes to one hundred dollars,
or an increase to 25% of the gross value of a load of wheat. Not
an appealing prospect.

If after a thorough accounting of the rail system's assets
and liabilities both domestic and offshore, a disclosure of all
holding companies, Shell companies and other means of insulating
their holdings from rail lines, (the concept of a diode
would be more fitting than insulation because a diode allows flow
in our direction only), then and only then should a rate increase
be considered. That increase to be borne by the taxpayer as
western grain is the largest foreign exchange earner we have,
and as such is a benefit to all Canada.

Even then the statute in which the Crow rate is enshrined
should remain intact. A repeal of that statute opens the door to
much easier manipulation of the Canadian Government by Canada's
largest company the CPR and one of the largest railways in the
world the CNR.

Mr. Trudeau assured us in the spring of '81 that the Crow
would not be changed unless the West was in agreement.

I, for one, disagree.
Lyall W. Stone
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In recent years questions over the present grain
handling and transportation systems have culminated in the
Crow Rate issue. The Crow's Nest Pass Rate, better known as
the Crow BRate, is a special rail freight rate that Western
Canadian farmers pay on the transportation of grain and flour
to Churchill, Thunder Bay, and British Columbia ports. These
rates were set by statute on figures originally determined in
1897 in a deal between the Canadian Pacific Railway and the
Canadian Government.l Ever since it has been an integral part
of Western Canadian Agriculture and consequently Canada's na-
tional economy. In February 1982 federal Transport Minister
Jean-Luc Pepin, in a policy statement, announced the federal
government’'s intention to replace the Crow Rate. Thus the basis
for contention in this issue has polarized between those groups
who support the federal government and want to replace the Crow
Rate, and groups who want to retain it. It should be clarified
that some groups believe change in the Crow is neccessary but
support the status quo over the federal government's current
proposals; while other groups believe the Crow is non-negotiable
and have other alternatives to improve the grain handling and
transportation system. The decision to change or retain the
Crow will have an enormous impact on how Western Canadian Ag-
riculture develops in the future. The thesis of this essay is
that Canada cannot afford the socio-economic short and long-

term effects of changing the Crow Rate. The following essay

1s. N. Kulshreshtha and D. G. Devine, "Historical Perspectives
and Propositions on The Crownest Pass Freight Rate Agreement, ”

C;nadian Journal of Agricultural Economics, Vol. 29, No. 2, July,
1981, p.76.
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shall support this thesis by briefly examining the historical
background of the Crow Rate, the present controversy, current
proposals of the federal government, and the reasons why some
want it changed; and then discussing the reasons why it should
not be changed, the interrelated long term implications of
changing the Crow Rate, outlining the groups supporting re-
tention of the Crow, and a conclusion.

Historically the Crow Rate has long played a significant
role in the development and growth of Western Canadian Agricul-
ture. After Confederation in 1867 the Canadian Government
worked on uniting and building Canada as a nation by following
the outlines of a National Policy. The three major policies
followed were the development of "all Canadian transportation,
Western settlement and industrialization by protective tariffs."2
The immigration to and subsequent settlement of the West to a
large part depended upon the building of railways for a trans-
portation system. The Canadian Government assisted private
enterprise in building the railways through subsidies that in-
cluded "A subsidy in money of $25,000,000 and in land of 25,000,000
acres, sections of the line built by the government valued at
nearly $38,000,000, and a monopoly of Western Canada for twenty
years."3 The development of the West prevented United States
expansion into the area, and created a hinterland of resources
and a market for eastern capital. By 1897 high freight rates
were hampering the growth of settlement and agriculture on the

2Donald V. Smiley, ed., The Rowell/Sirois Report/Book I,
Toronto: McClelland and Stewart, 1970, p.162.

3Harold A. Innis, Problems of Stavle Production in Canada,
Toronto: Ryerson Press, 1933, p.24.
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prairies. As written by Hedges,

It was in the years immediately following 1896 that cer-
tain basic conditions essential to the successful settle-
ment of western Canada became favorable. The first of
these was a railway or, more specifically, a favorable
ratio between the price of wheat and the cost of trans-
portation.

This along with other factors brought together the railways
and Canadian Government to make a deal. In 1897 the Canadian
Pacific Railway (CPR) and the Canadian Government signed the
Crow's Nest Pass Agreement. The Government agreed to grant

a subsidy of $11,000 per mile to the railway to help build a
new line from Lethbridge, Alberta through the Crow's Nest Pass
to Nelson, British Columbia. In addition the CPR received a
grant of land from British Columbia that has been shown to
hold "proven reserves of coking coal now worth $4.2 bdbillion."5
In exchange the CPR agreed to lower its freight rates which
involved,

(a) a reduction in perpetuity of three cents per hundred
pounds on grain and flour from points on Canadian Pacific
lines then existing in the West to Fort William and points
east thereof, one-half of the reduction to be effective

by September 1, 1898 and the balance by September 1, 1899...

(b) a reduction in perpetuity of varying percentages on
certain commodities from points on Canadian Pacific lines
then in existence in Eastern Canada to points on Canadian
Pacific lines then in existence in the West. The spe-
cified commodities included such items as agricultural
implements, all kinds of wire, iron, nails and spikes,
binder twine, roofing and building paper, window glass,
paints and oils, and furniture. The reductions varied

bJames B. Hedges, Building the Canadian West, The Land And
Colonization Policies O0f The Canadian Pacific Railway, New York:
Macmillan, 1939, p.126.

5"Pepin Letter To Prairie Producers Distorts Facts - NFU,"

Manitoba Co-operator, April 8, 1982, p.13.
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from 10 to 33 and 1/3 per cent, and were commonly of the

former figure: ghey were to be made effective by

January 1, 1898.
Canada and the CFR gained a number of advantages from this agree-
ment which included that "it secured the B.C. mining ventures
for Canadian development, it accelerated western settlement and
wheat export, and it provided and expanded market for goods
manufactured in Central Canada."? It is important to realize
that this agreement was a continuation of National Policy, as
Fowke wrote,

The Crow's Nest rate reductions as a group, therefore,

were clearly directed toward the furtherance of eco-

nomic development in the prairie region and toward the

linking of that development with the eastern Canadian

economy. This is the basis on which the Crow's Nest

Pass Agreement, which embodied these rate reductions,

must be recognized as a further step in the implemen-

tation of the national policy.8

In January of 1902 the Manitoba Govermnment had the

Canadian Northern Railway in Manitoba lower its rates below
that of the Crow Rates.9 In 1903 the CPR met this competition
by lowering its rates as well. These rates carried on until
1917 when the railways applied to the Board of Railway Com-
missioners for a 15% increase in rates under the War Measures
Act. In 1918 this increase was granted and later on in the
same year a further 25% increase was added; out west this in-

cluded the already granted 15%.10 fThese rates were above the

6Saskatchewan, Government, Submission to the Royal Commission on
Transportation: An Historical Analysis Of The Crow's Nest Pass :
Agreement and Grain Rates: A Study In National Transportation Policy

eging: dJueen's Printer, 1977, p.9. .
¥ n?Saskatenewan. Transportatign Agency, The Crow Rate and National

Pransvortation Policy, Regina: Queen's Printer, 1977, p.2.
8Saskatchewan, Governmment, Submission to the Royal Commission on
Transportation, 1961, op. cit., p.10.
SIvid., p.37.
10Ivid., p.38.
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Crow Rate and in 1919 a suspension was made to allow these rates
to continue until July 1922.11 In 1922 the Crow's Nest Pass
Agreement was suspended but the Crow Rates were restored on
grain and flour. In 1925 the Canadian Government cancelled
the Crow Rates on all commodities except for grain and flour;
in addition these rates now included Pacific and Hudson Bay
ports and covered all railways, and all lines built after 1897
as well.l2 Ever since 1925 the Crow's statuatory grain rates
have covered the transportation of,
i) all grains and flour between the West and Thunder Bay,
ii) all grain and flour from the Prairies to Westport
and Armstrong, Ontario,
iii) export grain and flour from the Prairies to Churchill,
iv) export grain and flour from the Prairies to Pacific
3?r:;;cified by-products of the milling distilling and
brewing industries, and also of certain feed produce. 3
The Crow has survived through out this period unchanged although
several attempts have been made mainly by the CPR to have it
removed.

Few seriousattempts were made to have the Crow changed
until after World War II. During the 1930's the railways had
little to complain about "as freight rates for all other commodities
fell drastically in response to depressed market conditions, the
freight rates for grain stayed stable. This provided the rail-

ways with a handsome profit at artificially high rates."lh

11rpid., p.38.

12Robert Chodos, The CPR, A Century Of Corporate Welfare,
Toronto: James Lewis and Samuel, 1973, p.67.

13Kulshreshtha and Devine., op. cit., p.76.

14Terry Pugh, "The Political Economy of the Crow Rate,”
Union PFarmer, October, 1982, p.9.
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Often farmers shipping grain found the freight rate charge was
higher than what they received for their grain; yet there was
not any significant movement asking the rates to be lowered.l15
Since World War II several Royal Commissions have studied the
Crow Rate.
In 1951 The Turgeon Commission examined and answered
a number of questions on the Crow Rate. It did not find the
Crow Rates to be a special gift beneficial to only one area
of Canada but rather stated that,
For many years now it has been a recognized factor of Ca-
nadian transportation policy that the hardships arising
from our necessarily long east-and-west railway haul
have been tempered along the way by four great measures
of relief: The Maritime Freight Rates Act in the Atlantic
Region, the toll-free canals in Central Canada, the com-
petitive transcontinental railway rates at the Pacifig
coast, and the Crowsnest Pass rates in the Prairies.!
With regards to increasing freight rates the CPR had approached
the Commission on the grounds that the present rates were hurting
other shippers; however the Commission reported that,
On the whole therefore no justification can be found for
the statement that the exemption of the Crowsnest Pass
Rates causes an undue burden upon shippers as a whole
or upon any particular class of shippers. The applica-
tion made for their increase based upon this arguement
cannot be entertained.l1?
In addition because the railways had claimed the shippers were
suffering the most the Commission felt that "This statement
implies that there is really not much to be said against these

rates in respect of their effect upon the railways."18 The com=-

15saskatchewan, Government, Submission to the Royal Commission ¢
Transportation, 1961, op. cit., p.41.
161bid., p.4b.

17Ibid., p.4&s.

18Ibid., p.45.
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mission also felt that Parliament should retain control over
freight rates because they felt it was necessary to look upon
*Western Canada's production of grain for export as an industry
requiring special consideration in the national interest."19

In 1961 the Macpherson Commission took a different
approach to looking at the freight rate question by studying
how much the railways were losing because of low grain rates.
They recommended that producers should continue to benefit from
the Crow Rate but that the railways should be susidized by the
government for their losses.20 Many people regard the period
just after the Macpherson Commission as a turning point because
began to “"consider freight rates seperatley from land and capital
grants to the railways."2l Their proposals of subsidies were
not followed however and the Crow Rate was adopted into the new
National Transportation Act in 1967.

The groundwork for the present push to end the Crow
was laid by, then Minister of Transport, Otto Lang. In the
early to mid 70's Lang announced his plans to eliminate the Crow
and started the forming of coalitions between the railways,
commodity groups, and agribusiness.zz Lang's plans met with
little success as Western groups organized widespread resistance
to his proposals. In 1974 an American economist Carl Snavely
headed a one man commission to determine how much the railways

were lusing by handling grain. The Snavely Commission on the

19Chodos., op. cit., p.68.
ZOIQid.. p.38-39.

21Pugh., op. cit., p.9.
221pid., p.9.
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Cost of Transporting Grain By Rail reported 1974 railway costs
in 1976 and later updated results for 1977 and 1980. Snavely
showed substantial losses by the railways in each study. How-
ever his figures and methods of finding them have been questioned
by various groups.23

In 1977 the Hall Commission on Grain Handling and
Transportation made its recommendations. It believed that
Government "must continue to subsidize the transportation of ex-
port grain and that the full cost, as deemed by the Commission
on the Costs of Transporting Grain by Rail, must not be imposed
on the producer.”2% It further suggested that "the difference
between the Crow's Nest Rate and the rate determined through
costs found by the Commission on the Costs of Transporting Grain
by Rail should be paid directly to the Railways, and not to
individual farmers."25

During the short lived Conservative Government Transport
Minister Don Mazinkowski began a new and continuing trend of
government strategy to change the Crow by making it seem like
the West wanted it. This attempt founded a new group called
the Prairie Farm Commodity Coalition put together by the Palliser
Wheat Group.26

The current struggle over the Crow continued when the
Liverals regained power. The new Transport Minister Jean-Luc
Pepin along with Hazen Argue the new Wheat Board Minister started

23Barry Wilson, "Crow change will de-people the farms, says
Snavely," Western Producer, April 21, 1983, p.A31.

2 da Grain Handling and Transportation Commission, Report:
Grain and rail in Western Canada, Chief Commissioner: Emmett Hall,
Ottawa: 1977, P.330.

25 id-. p-337- )

26Research, Action and Education (RAE) Centre, "Will the Crow go
?", Canadian Dimension, Vol. 15, No. 5, April, 1981, p.29.
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the process in 1980 by using a so-called "Western Development
(Slush) Pund” to sway Western cooperative groups by offering
them a part in the oil business in exchange for their support
on negotiating the Crow.27 The Saskatchewan Wheat Pool, for
example, changed to 2 position of the Crow being negotiable,
as had the Western Agricultural Conference earlier in the year.28
In Winnipeg on February 8, 1982 Pepin announced the
governments intention of changing the Crow Rate. A consulta-
tion process headed by economist Clay Gilson was to take place
to negotiate a package among the railways and farm groups.29
On June 28, 1982 Gilson's Report was released and received with
dissatisfaction by various farm groups. On February 1, 1983
Pepin announced the government‘'s plan for implementing Crow
change. His proposals only intensified the opposition which
had since gathered to prevent Crow change. Since that time
Pepin has made a number of changes in his plan in an attempt
to gain support, but they have had little effect. Pepin is
likely to introduce this controversial legislation into Parlia-
ment some time in the next few months.30
The current package accepted a lot of Gilson's Report,

it includes,

«ssa four year, $3.7 billion spending committment from

the federal government: a promise by the two national

railways that they will invest $16.5 billion in the rail

system by 1992; creation of a new Grain Transportation

Authority in Winnipeg to monitor and enforce performance
standards set for the railways; and a program of research

271pid., p.30.
281pid., p.31.
29Adrian Ewins, "Stories galore in 3 years of stalking the Crow,
Western Producer, February 3, 1983, p.AS.
OBarry Wilson, "The Crow package: what Pepin has in mind,"

Western Producer, Pebruary 3, 1983, p.l1.
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and incentives to develop a§ricultural and industrial
growth across the country.J

Supporters of Crow change have suggested a number of reasons why
they want it changed. The Gilson Report summarized these as,

The producers, too, have incurred many indirect costs and

disadvantages. The costs to producers of a deteriorating

rail system (particularly evident during the decade of

the 1970°'s), have been deferred export sales of grain,

costly demurrage charges and increased storage costs

on the farms. In addition, the statutory grain rates

have led to an adverse impact on the cano%a-crushing

and livestock industries on the Prairies.Jj2
Through change supporters of the govermnments Western Transportation
Initiative believe all the present grain handling and trans-
portation problems will be solved. The goverrment claims that
their plan will “"strengthen and diversify the Canadian agricul-
tural economy. The revised freight rate structure will remove
discentives to livestock and specialty crop production and food
processing in Western Canada. "33

There are a number of interrelated reasons why the

Crow Rate should not be changed that far outweigh any benefits
that may occur from change. To start with it is highly questionable
whether many of the govermments outlined benefits will actually
result from Crow change. As stated by Leo Kristjanson "The problems
inherent in the grain handling and transportatiosn system will
not be solved by abolishing the Crow Rate."3% Up until this

point the railways have been "holding the Crow up for ransom

Bllbid-. P 1. .

32Canada, Western Grain Transportation, Report on consultations
and recommendations, by J. C. Gilson, Ottawa: 1982, P.32.

J3Canada, Government, Western Transvortation and Complementary

Initiative, (Highlights), Ottawa: 1983, p.l1.
: Pu@-' OD. cit-' p.8.
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by allowing their branchline network and rolling stock to de-
teriorate. In effect...capital has been on strike in an effort
to force the elimination of the Crow Rate. "5 Higher rates do
not necessarily mean the railways will fix their system because
they have a “"captive maxket."36 It should seem evident that
It's more profitable for these companies to invest their
returns in other ventures than it is to funnel them back
into upgrading the rail network. Moving grain is a splen-
did way for railways to make money with a worn-out system;
they've been operating in a "going out_gf business"” fashion
for years, why would they change now?"38
The government also claims that the livestock industry in the
West will boom and export sales will increase. They ignore
poor livestock prices and the probable effect of increased
import tariffs on Canadian agricultural products. Many contend
that the elimination of the Crow will do little and that pro-
jected increases are over-estimated.3® An American consulting
firm Chase Econometrics who did a study analyzing what would
happen if the Gilson report was implemented suggests livestock
will only rise a little in the short term. 39
Farmers are already in the midst of tough economic
times (facing increasing costs, high interest rates, and poor
prices) and simply cannot afford to pay more to ship their grain.
Farm bankruptcies are occurring at an increasing rate; the Na-
tional Farmer's Union has estimated that in Manitoba as much

as 25% of farmers are in seriougfinancial trouble. In the past

the Crow Rate acted as a stabilizer for the farmer whose input

351bid., p.9.
36Ipid., p.S.
JTIbid os PP SLLe
38H. G. Coffin, "Western Canadian Agriculture to 1990: Blueprir

or Mirage?", Canadian Jourmal Of Agricultural Economics, Vol. 29,
No.2, July, 1981, p.130.

39Union Farmer, "Study adds fuel to Crow rate debate," November,
1982, p.S5. 144
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costs were rising and whose produce sold for fluctuating prices.
Western Agriculture is predominantly an export industry and
the Crow Rate allowed farmers to compete in a world market.

Abandoning the Crow will lead to a centralization
of the grain handling system and rural depopulation. In this
sense Goverrment, railways, and agribusiness are attempting
to get rid of all the orderly marketing methods "to clear the
way for highly centralized, capital-intensive agricultural pat-
terns. "0 As Emmett Hall suggests once the Crow goes the Ca-
nadian Wheat Board is next. These mentioned groups will benefit
from plans that will change the West from "a relatively de-
centralized system of land ownership based on family farm operations
to a2 highly-centralized and concentrated system of factory
farns. "¥1

Changing the Crow will end the concept of fixed rates
and equal rates for equal distances. Variable rates will allow
the railways to abandon more expensive lines and force farmers
to haul grain by trucks long distances to large inland 1:e:'."mj.na.ls.""2
Economist Carl Snavely says the inevitable result of removing
the Crow Rate will be "fewer family farms and a more centralized
grain handling system.43

Most studies have concerned themselves over how much
money the railway is losing and ignore the farmer. A study done

by Fleming and Uhm suggests that,

4oPugh., ov. cit., p.8.

411pid., p.

42Bob Phillips, "Open door to varibale rates serious blow for
producers,” Western Producer, March 31, 1983, p.A6.

43Wilson., Western Producer, April 21, 1983, op. cit., p.A31.



30-11-83 Transports 146A : 91

The payment which the producers receive for their export
grain is net of rail and primary elevator charges; there-
fore, an increase in the rail rate will have the effect
of reducing the producers' average revenue rather than
increasing operating costs. Branch line abandonment, on
the other hand, will have the effect of increasing costs
because delivery costs will be increased as theugroducer
is forced to truck his grain a longer distance.
One important finding of their study is that the "net income
position of smaller producers would be more seriously affected
by freight rate and branch line rationalization proposals than
that of larger producers.'“5 Meeting these increased costs
could mean farmers will be forced into a trend of "monoculture
and specialization to the long-range detriment of the soil.%6
Changing the Crow will eventually effect everyone, for example
in the taxes needed to repair roads after increased truck use.
As Darlene Henderson Women's President of the National Farmers
Union said,
With the decline in farm income, rural towns and villages
will eventually disintegrate as people move to larger
centres. Loss of social and commercial services leads

to a dramatic decline in the quality of life in rural
communities.+7

The end of the Crow Rate will mean an end to the family farm
agricultural system we are struggling to hold on to today.

Many people believe the Crow Rate's retention is a
; historical committment; part of the Confederation deal for the
‘ West. In the past and now it has been in the National interest

; to keep the Crow Rate, as Brownlee wrote,

biM, s. Pleming and I. H. Uhm, "Economies of Size in Grain Far-
ming in Saskatchewan and the Potential Impact of Rail Rationalization
Proposals, " Canadian Journal of Agricultural Economics, Vol. 30, No.
1, ch, 1982, p.2.
JIbid., p.17.
“6Phillips., gplictt. . P AS,
47Pugh., ov. ¢it., p.9.
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Settlers were being invited to establish themselves as
producers of wheat for export...in the far interior of

the continent at a distance of from 400 to 1,200 miles
from the primary marketing point at the Lakehead...They
needed assurance against intolerably high rail freight
costs to the point of transfer to vessel. The assurance
for the prospective settler of the future was provided
where the Government of Canada and the Canadian Pacific
Railway entered into the Crowsnest Pass Agreement of 1897...
The statutory grain rates...were designed and...main-
tained for a national purpose, for the benefit of the
whole country. That purpose was to bring into being and
to maintain in the prairie area a great industry of grow-
ing grain for export. Without such rates, and without

a guarantee of their continuance, the industry could not
have made the most contribution it has made and continues
to make toughe national welfare and to the general economy
of Canada.

It has been pointed out on several occaisons that the CPR was
well compensated with all the concessions and grants it has
received from government over the years. Instead of wanting
more the railways should start living up to their part of the
deal and start providing good service. It has also been men-
tioned that by 1990 grain will only account for 11% of the
traffic on the rails.u9 If the railways are losing money
hauling grain the records don't show it. In 1980 Canadian
National made profits after taxes of $192,700,000, and the CPR
had profits of $121,600,000.59 (Canadian Pacific Limited made
profits of $583,200,000) It should be realized that "The Grain
business on the Prairies is important to the economic health
of all Canada. Any costs in subsidizing transportation have
been returned to the Canadian people a hundredfold."5! Tme

48kulshreshtha and Devine., op. cit., p.76.
b9"pepin Letter To Prairie Producers Distorts Facts - NFU,”

Manitoba Co-operator, April 8, 1982, p.13.
SUIbid.. P.13.

51Bob Phillips, "Opposition to Pepin plan worrying Ottawa
officials,"” Western Producer, March 24, 1583, p.AS.
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feeling of many Western Canadian farmers are well expressed
by an editorial in the Union Farmer which read,
Given the massive amounts of public money that have gone
into building the commerical empires of the railway com-
es, and the highly-profitable nature of their opera-
tions, it is reasonable to believe they are stable
enough financially to survive without bleeding prairie
farmers completely dry by eliminating the Crow rate.52
The whole campaign to change the Crow Rate has been
a well orchestrated media manipulation by the Government in
which they have made the public think that Crow change is
synonimous with solving the grain handling and transportation
system problems.53 However as the National Farmers Union
emphasizes these are two different things. There are many
viable alternatives available to government other than changing
the Crow Rate. The NDP for example has proposed a plan which

involves,

Using funds available in the Pepin plan to create 485,000
jobs in railway construction, manufacturing, and steel

industries;

Keeping statutory Crow's Nest Pass freight rate for grain
farmers;

Improving service by railways rather than downgrading and
abandonments;

Taking equity shares in return for public investment in the
rail system of CP limited;

Ensuring railway upgrading in all regiﬁns of Canada; in-
cluding those areas ignored by Pepin.>

Prime Minister Trudeau said that there would be no
change in the Crow without there being consensus on it in

Western Canada. Over the last couple of years a wide spread

52Union Farmer, “"Railways rub shoulders with oil patch heavys,"”
November, 1982, p.

53Manitoba Co-operator, "NFU Says Federal Plan Threat To
Family Farm," December 16, 1982, p.10.
S4NDP, Ottawa Report, "Rebuild Railways, keep the Crow, "

Ottawa: March 11, 1983.
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opposition to changes in the Crow Rate has evolved. The groups
and organizations that are now supporting retention of the Crow
include those in the following list,

Saskatchewan Legislature unanimously

Manitoba Legislature unanimously

3 Prairie Wheat Pools (recent petition of 108,000 names)

National Farmers Union

Saskatchewan Federation of Agriculture

Canadian Federation of Agriculture (85% against change)

Union of Manitoba Municipalities

Saskatchewan Association of Rural Municipalities

Alberta Association of Municipal Districts and Counties

Federal NDP

Many Quebec Members of Parliament

Quebec Provincial Liberal and PQ

Union Des Producteurs Agricole

Cooperatives Federees

In the next few months the future of Canadian agri-

culture shall be decided by what happens to the Crow Rate.
There are alternatives to changing the Crow Rate that will
rebuild our grain handling and transportation system. First
the Crow must be saved and then "public ownership and social
control of the grain handling system”™ must be taken over to
guarantee a goal of service over profits.55 Changing the Crow
Rate would mean the end of agriculture as we now know it; the
end of the family farm and a accelerated move to a capital-
intensive agribusiness oriented economy. In conclusion neither
the West or Canada can afford the socio-economic effects inherent

in changing the Crow.

55Research, Action and Education (RAE) Centre and One Sky,
(Joint Issue), "Showdown at Crowsnest Pass, " October, 1982, p.13.
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APPENDIX "TRPT-256"

(TYPED FROM HANDWRITTEN LETTER)

Leross, Sask.

July 19th, 1983

Kelliher, Leross, Lestock Joint Committee Presentation to the House of
Commons Transport Committee.

Mr. Chairman and Committee Members,
We appreciate this opportunity to present our views on Bill C-155.

The joint committee is comprised of members of interested groups
and organizations in the area who are concerned for the survival of
the family farm and the towns and villages that service the agricultural
community. This committee represents virtually all of the people in
and around these three Saskatchewan villages.

While we agree that the rail transportation system must be
upgraded we do not agree with the method of financing this upgrading
as proposed in Bill C-155.

Our major concerns are:

1. The Toss of A FIXED RATE for grain producers, thus increased
costs to producers and lost dollars to communities

2. No guarantee of equal rates for equal distance, variable
rates would Tead to total branch line abandonment and massive
losses of rural towns and villages

3. No guarantee that the Canadian Wheat Board powers will not
be eroded. The C.W.B. powers should be increased and expanded
to include all major grains grown in Canada

4. The idea that the CROW RATE is hindering expansion in the
livestock industry and secondary processing. We feel this is
an overstated myth!

We would Tike to expand on the above four points to give reason to
our concerns.

1. INCREASED COST TO PRODUCER - LOST DOLLARS TO COMMUNITY

Because we in Saskatchewan have such great distances to transport
our grain to sea ports, we feel that the present Crow rate must remain
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to enable us to compete with other grain exporting nations.

These nations have their grain supplies much closer to port. Their
grain movement to port is highly subsidized (United States, Argenp1na,
Australia) even to a greater extent than Canada. If these countries
realize that adequate transportation subsidies are vital to their .
export of grain, why then should Canada shift the cost of transportation
more and more on to the back of the producers.

In recent days the cost price squeeze has forced more farmers out
of business than ever before, if transportation costs also go up, how
then can we carry on producing grain for export at a loss.

The figures we are about to show could be debated, but we feel
they are well within reason of actually becoming the costs producers and
communities would have to cover should Bill C-155 be passed.

One example of an average producer's cost and the total cost for
producers delivering to Kelliher, Leross, and Lestock, will give you
our financial reason for concern.

Our estimation of costs:

Six quarter section farmer - 960 acres (mixed operation)
shipping 15,000 bushels per year

Present cost 15,000 bushels X $0.13/bushel - $1,950.

Five times present Crow by 1990 -
$1,950 X 5 $ 9,750.

An increase in costs of $7,800 more than most
farmers that size could handle.

1983 total handlings Kelliher, Leross, and
Lestock - approximately

2,700,000 bushels @ $0.13/bushel gives a
total cost of $351,000

Assuming a 3% growth in handlings per year handlings

by 1990 would be approximately 3,300,00. Rate five times
Crow $0.13 X 5 - $0.65

3,300,00 bushels X $0.65/bushel - $2,145,000.

;2,145,000 out of producers pocket and not available to circulate
in the local economy. We find this totally unacceptable.
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The dollars lost in our area would not only have a negative effect
on farmers and businesses but also on the volunteer groups and organiza-
tions that make up the social fabric of our communities.

Churches, youth groups, women's groups, curling rinks, hockey arenas,
the 1ist could go on and on; all of these depend on donations from
farmers and businesses, its easy to see their finances would quickly
suffer from the dollars lost to increased grain rates.

We feel, that because farmers cannot pass on their cost increases
by increasing their grain prices, we must retain the present statutory
rate to ensure that the average size family farm remains the primary
producer of agricultural produce.

2. VARIABLE RATES WILL DESTROY SMALL TOWN SASKATCHEWAN

The branch 1line system must be maintained. If grain companies
are allowed to offer incentive rates to bring grain to a few (inland
terminal) points the branch lines and towns on them will not last long.

Extreme consolidation of the grain collection system will contribute
to extra costs for producers. Direct costs, in more fuel and repair
bills because of driving longer distances, and indirect cost to
producers and all taxpayers, in improving and repairing the many
miles of roads that will see double the traffic they now do, will
be incurred.

If an inland terminal system is encouraged that will also mean
the Canadian Wheat Board as an institution would be threatened, and we
would once again be at the mercy of the private grain trade.

3. CANADIAN WHEAT BOARD - GOOF FOR FARMERS - GOOD FOR CANADA

The C.W.B. has done a remarkable job for prairie grain producers.
It is highly respected in the world grain trade. Calling for the
right grades of grain at the right time and controlling the block
shipping system must remain the sole authority of the Canadian Wheat
Board. The bureaucracy of the proposed co-ordinating agency is
not necessary.

A11 major grains grown in western Canada should be under the
jurisdiction of the Wheat Board. We continue to increase our export
volumes and we have the C.W.B. to thank. It appears this bill C-155
would be the first step in a plan to destroy the Canadian Wheat
Board.
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4. PROCESSING AND SECONDARY INDUSTRY BOOM ??
A MYTH.

The statement, that the Crow rate is hindering processing and se-
condary industry in Western Canada, is most difficult to understand.

First of all in livestock, all exporting countries are looking for
new or expanded markets, Canada is looking to the USA, the USA is Tlooking
to Canada, increasing livestock numbers even marginally could be devas-
tating to producers returns.

As far as oilseeds and grains are concerned, import tariffs and
protectionist policies of importing countries will make it very difficult
to expand exports to those countries. A1l countries would like to process
more themselves, how can we possibly think that Western Canadian processed
products could compete effectively enough just because the Crow rate would
be demolished. Canada has only a very small percentage of the world
edible 0il trade and great increases in our share of the world market don't
appear likely. Present oilseed prices back up this statement.

Looking to the third world for new markets is impossible as they
don't have the cash or credit to pay for more imports.

There are many factors affecting our ability to expand processing
and diversify industry, the Crow rate has little effect as compared to
all the other visible factors.

5. OTHER ELEMENTS OF CONCERN

The Federal government is calling this a Western Transportation Initiative,
why then is all the publicity on the grain rate? Grain at present is around 20
percent of the total rail traffic volume and is predicted by Transport Canada
to be about 11 percent by 1990. Many other sectors will benefit from im-
proved rail capacity to the west coast.

_The idea of a volume cap for subsidy is ridiculous. To encourage pro-
duction will benefit the balance of trade, what possible incentive could
come from this idea?

Rai] maiq]ine capacity is not the only factor in export volumes in-
creasing. Union negotiations both transport and terminal, weather, efficient
use of track between the two railways and other factors.

Because of the many negative factors of Bill C-155 we the Kelliher,
Leross, Lestock Joint Committee cannot support passage of this bill.

A new plan must be drawn up, to upgrade the rail mainline capacity,
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not one that burdens producers with excess costs and threatens the very
existence of a way of life in Western Canada.

Why should the railways receive additional funds from producers
and government when they are still making handsome profits in re-
cessionary times?

Recommendations:

(1) Withdraw Bill C-155 from the legislative process

(2) Research alternative funding arrangements for rail improvements
such as:

- Equity investment by Government of Canada
- Co-operative ownership of Railways by Canadians
In any legislation certain elements must be dealth with -
A. Present statutory Crow rate remain
B. Branch line rehabilitation must continue for small town protection
C. Variable rates MUST NOT be allowed
D. A1l crops should be under the Crow rate
E. No producer subsidies (direct producer payments)

F. A feed grains policy must be developed as well that does not
discriminate against western livestock feeding

We urge you to consider this presentation carefully and seriously as
it comes from those who would be directly affected by the legislation pro-
posed.

Respectfully submitted

Thaddeus P. Trefiak
Chairman, Leross, Sask.
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Members of Joint Committee:

Rural Municipality of Kellross No. 247

Kelliher, Eastward, Leross, Millersdale, and Lestock

Wheat Pool Committees

National Farmers Union Local 610

St. Paul's United Church Women's Group

Last Touch Regional Youth Council
Crosthwaite Co-operative Curling Association
Kelliher Co-operative Association

St. Paul's United Church, Kelliher

Town Council of Kelliher

Lestock Credit Union Board

Kelliher Recreation Board

Lestock Co-operative Association

Lestock Lions Club

Saskatchewan Landbank Tenant's Association
Lestock Town Council

Saint Joseph's Union Hospital Board Lestock
Kelliher Credit Union

Eastward Community Club

Kelliher Legion

Kelliher Board of Trade

Parkland Wildlife Federation

(SIGNED)

George Horvath
Ron Horvath

Saskatchewan

St. Paul United Church
Sask. Landbank Tenant's

Ralph Kish Leross & Dist. Rec. Board
Louis Szeman Reeve R.M. #247
Ray Hansen Lestock Credit Union Board

Rudy Czemeres
Lyle Skelton
L.J. Drayton
Thaddeus Trefiak

Principal Lestock School
Kelliher Credit Union Mgr.
Kelliher Rec. Board

Sask. Wheat Pool Delegate

District 9 Sub Dist. 1

cc: Les Benjamin

Don Mazankowski

[




146A : 106

Transport

30-11-83

VANCOUVER, B.C.

APPENDIX ‘ ‘TRPT-257’’

SUBMISSION TO THE HOUSE OF COMMONS

STANDING COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION ON THE

SUBJECT OF BILL C-155

THE WESTERN GRAIN TRANSPORTATION ACT

PRESENTED AT

AUGUST 12, 1983
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We are an average size farm family on an average size farm. We all work
on the farm and attempt to produce a good quality grain. We have been farming
for 27 years in the Peace River area. That quality grain is our source of
income when it is sold, we in turn purchase our supplies, chemicals,
fertilizer, machinery, parts and vehicles locally whenever possible.

Our grain when delivered to our elevator, becomes a Canadian product for
resale or trade. We as one family of Canadian farmers have then done our part
in aiding Canada as a nation. We have supported our community and country.

Bill C-155 as proposed by the Liberal Government if passed, among other
derogatory effects, will force us as producers to pay not only our share of
the freigh rate to export position but would suggest at least 5 times the
present rate by 1990.

We shipped about 200 tonnes of wheat 1in 1982 and about the same of
barley. At the present freight rate our cost was $2,292.00. At 5 times that
rate it will cost us $11,460.00. This, coupled with the fact that our wheat
brought $162.24 in 1981 and $132.82 in 1983 and the barley price dropped from
$110.19 to $95.47. Our cost of production has risen by 150% and we are
expected to continue to produce cheap food!

We are the farm family and in light of the proposed Bill C-155 it would
appear that we would be the last generation. Who with any sense of dignity
could encourage a young generation to go into the farming profession with such
lack of consideration being shown by government--In fact, blatant non-support?
If Bill C-155 is allowed to pass, we suggest that will dictate the end of the
era of the family farm. The present transportation rate must remain in
support of the continuance of the agricultural community.

Submitted by a
Peace River Farmer

Ruth Veiner
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Committee members, fellow farmers, and guests.

I'd 1ike to thank the committee for this opportunity to voice
my oppinion on this important issue.

My husband and I have a small mixed farm north of Midale. We
farm 5 quartes, 4 of which are rented. We have 12 cows. On an
average year we have about 130 tones of grain at a cost of $650.
If the proposed changes of 5 x crow go through we will be paying
$3,250 to ship the same amount.

Considering the trend of grain prices over the past few years,
which are by the way projected to drop again this year, it would be
highly likely after a few years we could no longer afford to farm.

Other companies that use the railways to transport their pro-
ducts are crying because they pay higher rates than farmers. How-
ever they ignore the fact that farmers have no control over the
pricing of their grain and they are unable to pass on increased
costs to the consumer.

Let's not forget the railway act and the 25 million dollars,
the 25 million acres of prime land plus the mineral rights that was
given to the railway. Do you mean to tell me that they can't find
the funds to upgrade branch lines and the main line. Where is the
money going from all that land? Where is the money going from the
mineral rights. We know for a fact that some of the land owned by
the railway is situated in several of Canada's major cities.

When profits started rolling in they didn't think twice about
diversifying land investing in hotels, restaurants, airlines and who
knows what else. Now that the railroad is supposealy loosing money,
and the billion dollar profits are convenienty in other companies,
the railways are begging for more money. No matter what argument
you give I'11 never be convinced the CNR is short of money. The
money is there all right, it's just been channelled into the multi-
national conglomerate created by the profits of the original railroad.
If the government had channelled the profits in the form of equity
we would own the railroad by now and it would be working to serve
the people of Canada, not to make a profit.

Another thing to consider is the government's apparent concern
for the high unemployment in the country. What happens when the
small family farms like ours can't bear the extra cost burden. How
many more will hit the streets in search of imployment, and how many
will end up on welfare.

I would hope the Prime Minister will be a man of his word and
not let this bill go through, since there does not seem to be a con-
census for change.

Janice Vilcu
Box 77
Midale, Sask.
S0C-IS0




30-11-83 Transports 146A : 109

APPENDIX "TRPT-259"

FROM: Bill Zettler
Portage la Prairie, Manitoba

The Crow rate in existence since 1897 was to last "to
perpetuity". Why then in 1983 is there this sudden necessity for
change? Obviously "forever" isnt here yet. It appears that if

the government has its way the crow rate will soon be gone
forever.

We keep hearing over and over again about a concensus for
change in the west. 1I'd like to know just how this consensus was
arrived at. I've heard different leaders of farm organizations
make statements that may reflect their personal views and of
course the opinion of. executors from grain and railway companies
has been well aired but who is the guy paying the higher freight
rate in the end? The answer of course is the farmer. The farmer
has never been asked. Anything as important as a change in the
rate the farmer will pay to haul grain should not be decided by
those on the outside. A vote should be held to determine if
farmers wish to pay more. A vote on this issue is not a favor to
the farmer - its his democratic right. How can a government that
has no elected members west of Winnipeg (and only 2 members of the
government in the west represent city ridings) pretend to be
acting on the wishes of western farmers when in fact the farmers
have never asked for any change of rates. No changes should be
made unless it is requested by the farmers themselves.

The crow rate was to last "in perpetuity". The federal
government's plan to break the crow carefully avoids these words.
If the rate is to last forever it should last forever. It appears
that the farmers are going to be forced to give up their rate bu
nothing is mentioned about the rest of.- the original deal - what
are the railways giving up? If the farmers are required to give
up a rate that was to last forever its only fair that the CPR
should return the booty it got. If a new rate schedule on grain
is arrived at, how many years will this forever last? Furthermore
if the agreement of 1897 means nothing then any other agreements

giving the railways preferential treatment should be immediately
revoked.
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The Americans dominate nearly every sector of our
economy. They've had their eye on our grain business too. At
present canadian farmers can move their grain to post much cheaper
that their american counterparts. Doing away with the crow rate
is the major step necessary to move to integrating into a
continental gathering system. If the crow goes next are the
branch lines, the branch line elevators, and sooner or later the
Canadian Wheat Board. Pepin has taken on a herodian mentality -
do a little tinkering to get this moving into place.

Lastly there is the human cost. Doing away with the crow
rate will eventually wipe out another chunk of the farm
population. To quote Snavely whose figures on this subject have
been treated like Gods. "Technology is against the family farm so
some family farms will be destroyed while others will adapt and
come back". He didn't say how. He also mentioned the N.F.U. To
quote "The N.F.U. sees the problem very well - Their policy is to
save the family farm." The N.F.U. has been one organization that
stuck by the farmer on this issue, didn't flip flop like the pools
and refused to be conned into the "Gibson process". Their policy
which I endose is to keep the crow. To quote Justice Emmett Hall
- "There is no position to take except to adhere through thick and
thin, that the crow rate is not bargainable".

Bill Zettler
Portage la Prairie, Manitoba
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A'C'T "I' O'N"'G* RO 'U+P
FOR
CROW RETENTTION

Box 387, Prince Albert, Sask., S6V 5R7

POSITION BRIEF

Agriculture, Business and Community Working Together

Bl
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POSITION ON TRANSPORTATION

We, the Action Group for Crow Retention adopt the following position:

It is in the best national interest that the Crows Nest Pass Freight Rate
agreement must be retained so as to maintain those provisions of the existing
statute that relate to the transportation of grain, and grain products.

The aforementioned position was adopted in view of the following
considerations:

- In 1981-82, grain exports contributed $6 billion towards export earnings.
- Agriculture is the primary industry in Western Canada.

- The Western Grain Industry contributes significantly to job creation in
such areas as farming, manufacturing, processing, grain handling, and all
other related services.

- The Prairie Region has natural geographic obstacles affecting
transportation that place it at a distinct disadvantage when compared to
other grain exporting countries. The Crow Freight Rate on grain and
grain products lessens these disadvantages.
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In view of the fact that Bill C-155 provides for the railways a return on
investment in the area of 20%, the Action Group of Crow Retention is expanding
its position to also include a return on investment for the grains producer.

The program would work as follows:

Grain Producers would be guaranteed a return on
investment of 10% (half what the railways are being
guaranteed). This guarantee would be phased in over a
period of seven years (by 1990) at approximately 1.4% per
year. In prosperous times when farming would generate
10% or more R.0.I., no federal assistance would be
necessary. In depressed times when the R.O0.I. would be
less than 10%, the federal government would provide
assistance to make up the different to 10%. Funds for
assistance would come from the development of the Crow
Coal Reserves at commercial rates.

In return for a guaranteed return on investment of 10%
farmers would agree to pay the grain tariffs suggested in
the Pepin Plan. The share of the tariffs picked up by
the farmer for the first years would be in proportion to
the share of the 10% R.0.I. that they would be getting
before 1990.

Benefits of the 10% R.0.I. program proposal:

- It guarantees the viability of the grains industry & thus the economic
base of Canada.

- It gurantees that farmers will be able to afford future grain tariffs.

- It guarantees the viability of the manufacturers of farm inputs such as
machinery.

- It guarantees increased levels of employment in manufacturing.
- It enables farmers and manufacturers to look ahead with a greater degree

of certainty so that they can make the necessary investments in capital
assets.
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THE ACTION GROUP FOR CROW RETENTION

The Action Group for Crow Retention was formed by a group of citizens
concerned over the adverse effects that the loss of the Statutory Crow Rate
would have on farms, businesses and jobs. It was felt that there was a need
to form a grass roots organization that would truly represent the feelings and
opinions of those affected. The organization would deal specifically with the

issue of Crow Retention and would be politically non partisan.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

SUPPORT AND ENDORSEMENTS

JOHN SMITH BAND MOSKOONY INDIAN RESERVE

S.A.R.M. - Saskatchewan Association of Rural municipalities.
S.U.M.A. - Saskatchewan Urban Municipalities Association.
Government of Saskatchewan.

Government of Manitoba.

S.G.E.U. - Saskatchewan Government Employees Union.
S.F.L. - Saskatchewan Federation of Labour.

Grain Services Union.

Saskatoon Board of Trade.

Prince Albert Chamber of Commerce.

City of Prince Albert.

City of Saskatoon.

City of Regina.

City of Moose Jaw.

We are currently soliciting support for our position from the following
organizations:

(a) Canadian Labour Congress.
(b) Canadian Federation of Independent Business

(c) Canadian Conference Board of Catholic Bishops
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MAGNITUDE OF LOSSES
j I Losses to Saskatchewan Under the Pepin Plan by 1990-91
- Pepin Plan states grain transportation subsidy of $7.42 per tonne
will be paid directly to the farmer.
- Saskatchewan ten year (1971-80) average production of the six major
grains (wheat, barley, oats, rye, flaxseed and rapeseed) was 16.7
million tonnes. Source: Stats Canada
- Projected farmer future freight rate by 1990-91 to b 5.3 times Crow
or $25.97/tonne. Source: Alberta Wheat Pool (chart enclosed).
- Present average Crow Rate is $4.89/tonne.
- Present cost of exporting 16.7 million tonnes;
16.7 X 4.89 - 81.663 million dollars.
- Cost of exporting 16.7 million tonnes by 1990-91;
16.7 X 4.89 - 433.699 million dollars.
Loss to Saksatchewan over present Crow Rate;
433.699 - 81.663 - 352.036 million dollars.
. 12.5 x CROW
80.00 .
~,1PROJECTED TOTAL COST 75.90
76 00 | /,// GROSS PRODUCER PAYMENT s
| [l KET PRODUCER PAYMENT 8.5 x CROW
5200 4
56.97
50 00 5 AT
.3 x CROW 48 35 3 “
42 .67 I
40 00 4
* 1S x cow 9 * CROW BT AR
.9 X CF )
1.1 x CROW 3128 ;33 39
26 23 TR V25 81
bt ¥ SR MR
gzig*\* A i |
12 11ES / |
7 |
|
,"18 mmrlg UL .
M 300 ): '61% | (73 81%

YEAR

1982-83 1983-84 1884-85 15985-86 1990-91 1985-96 2000-01




146A : 118 Transport 30-11-83

25

NOTE :

Losses to Saskatchewan in 1990-91, Farmers Paying $33.39 Per Tonne (6.82
times Crow). Assuming no transportation subsidy paid to farmers.

- Present cost of exporting 16.7 million tonnes;
16.7 X 4.89 - 81.663 million dollars

- Cost of exporting 16.7 million tonnes at $33.39/tonne;
16.7 X 33.39 - 557.613 million dollars

- Loss to Saskatchewan over present Crow Rate;
557.613 - 81.663 - 475.95 million dollars.

Losses to Prairie Region Under Pepin Plan by 1990-91 Grain transportation
subsidy of $7.42 per tonne paid directly to the farmer

- 1981-82 export levels 31.1 million tonnes.

- Present cost of exporting 31.1 million tonnes;
31.1 X 4.89 - 152.079 million dollars

- Cost in 1990-91;
31.1 X 25.97 - 807.667 million dollars

- Loss to Prairie region;
807.667 - 152.079 - 655.588 million dollars.

Losses to the Prairie Region, Farmers paying $33.39/tonne (6.82 times
Crow) Assuming no transportatipn subsidy paid to the farmer.

- 1981-82 export levels of 31.1 million tonnes

- Present Cost;
31.1 X 4.89 - 152.079 million dollars

- Cost in 1990-91;
31.1 X 33.39 - 1,038.42 million dollars

- Loss to Prairie Region;
1,038.42 - 152.079 - 886.35 million dollars.
886.35 million X 4 years - 3.545 billion
Under the Pepin Plan, the government proposed spending commitment would
be 3.7 billion over the next four years. The government is, in fact,
not bringing any new money into the system.

et
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PROJECTED FUTURE FREIGHT RATES TO 2001
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AN AWESOME POTENTIAL THREAT

When Alberta Wheat Pool calculated the future freight costs to the year
2000 using the same assumptions as the Department of Transport, people were
impressed. The graph above illustrates the growing producers’ share of an ever
increasing total. It reaches over five times Crow in the crop year 1990-91; it
becomes eight and one half times the Crow in 1995-96; and by the turn of the
' century, a farmer would be expected to assume a net payment amounting to 12-
1/2 times the current cost of transporting grain.

a) The assumptions which the governent made and used in these
calculations provide that the producer will pay the first three per
cent of an increase in the cost of transporting grain in the years
1983-84 to 1985-86.

b) After that two year period, producers will be required, according to
the Pepin formula, to pay the first six per cent of any cost
increases.

c) At all times, producers will pay the full cost of transporting grain
over the volume limit of 31.1 million tonnes. The western Canadian
grain system is already at that volume. 31.1 million tonnes
represents the grain movement for the year 1981-82.

23403-5
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d) Additional assumptions used after the 1985-86 crop year provide for
an annual volume increase of one to three per cent in grain moved by
radil

e) The method of payment described means the government’s share of
subsidy in 1983-84, 33 per cent, would go to producers. This would
change to 41 per cent to producers in 1984-85 and reach roughly 50
per cent in 1985-86. The fifty-fifty split in regard to the
government subsidy would continue beyond that date.

Another method of demonstrating the same trend using exactly the same
background material is found in the table below. Projected costs to transport
1000 bushels of grain from an average location starting now and going to the
year 2000-01.

Projected Costs to Transport
1000 Bushels of Wheat, Barley and
Rapeseed From a Typical Location

Wheat Barley Rapeseed
1982-83 b S S 1 i 19 $ 106.46 $ 110.91
1985-86 256.69 205.29 213.87%7
1990-91 706.90 565.37 589.00
1995-96 1; E28i527 902.37 940.45
2000-01 1,662.60 1,,:329. 73 1,385.29

WHEN SELLING SEED

Attention seed sellers! The Canada Seed Act states that need cannot be
sold or advertised for sale by variety name nor represented as being ‘grown
from’ a variety name, unless it is pedigreed seed.

The pedigreed seed classifications, Foundation, Registered and Certified,
can only be used on seed that has been field inspected by Agriculture Canada
and that has been issued a crop certificate by the Canadian Seed Growers’
Association, and that has passed government inspection after having been
cleaned.

Anyone who contravenes this act is subject to prosecution.
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COMMENTS ON LOSSES

- The Railways are being guaranteed 20 - 25% return on equity.

- Farmers are being guaranteed higher transportation costs at a time of
declining prices and levelling off of export sales.

- The farmer’s cost price squeeze 1is leading to declining purchases of
machinery, fertilizer, chemicals and other farm inputs.

- On a national basis, declining farm purchases of imputs and machinery
have already led to massive lay offs of personnel in the manufacturing
sector. Increased freight rates can only lead to additional distress and
bankrupcies. Declining farm income will in turn shrink government income
tax revenues, and at the same time increase the demand for social
assistance.

- Increasing Canadian grain shipping charges will eventually make it more
attractive to ship through American systems such as those in Duluth and
New Orleans. The barge system from Minneapolis to New Orleans is the
cheapest way of moving grain.




146A : 122 Transport 30-11-83

HISTORY PERSPECTIVE

)15 The railways and Confederation.

- Railways played an important role in uniting Eastern Canada into
Confederation in 1867.

- Manitoba entered Confederation in 1870.

- The entrance of British Columbia into Confederation in 1871 was
conditional on a transcontinental railway being built 1linking the
new provinces to Eastern Canada.

- The new transcontinental railway led to the settlement of the
prairie west. In 1905 Saskatchewan and Alberta entered
Confederation.

- The Prairie West, being basically 1land locked, developed a farm
economy that depended heavily on economical transportation to
transport grain to market and to import Eastern Canadian finished

products.

- The intercontinental railway was a prerequisite to Confederation.
The benefits were both political and economic.

- The railway was consdiered so necessary to the national interest
that it was built largely at national expense.
2. Subsidies granted to the CPR by the Canadian government to build the
intercontinental railway (Completed in 1885)

a. Land Grants.

- A strip of land 24 miles wide on each side of the railway for a
total of 25 million acres.

b. Cash grants.

- By 1885 grants increased to $63.5 million.

Source:

McINNIS, EDGAR. Canada, a Political and Social History. New York, Holt,
Rinehart and Winston, 1960.
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v Granted 700 miles of railway already built.

d. Tax exemtpions.
- On farm land for 20 years.
- On C.P. property in perpetuity.

e. No competing lines were to be built to the south during the next 20
years.

£ There would be no regulation of rates until the ccmpany earned 10%.
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2. The Crowsnest Pass Agreement 1897

- the agreement was to build a branch line from Lethbridge to Nelson
British Columbia. The purpose of the line was to tap the mineral
rich area of the Kootenay region of British Columbia.

- In exchange for Federal Government subsidies of 3.4 million dollars
and 3.75 million acres of land from the British Columbia Government,
the C.P.R. agreed to reduce freight rates on all commodities to 1/2%
per ton mile. (Crow Rate)

- The statutory Crow Rate as it now exists sets the tariffs for rail
transport of the six major grains (including flour) at 1/2 a cent
per ton mile. The Crow Rate applies to points west of Thunderbay
only. The rate is in statute and can be revoked only by an Act of
Parliament.
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As Canadians
We always thought

we were in this together.

Our Problem is Your Problem

The proposed Federal changes to the Crow rate will affect every Canadian in
one way or another. To the prairie farmer the Pepin freight rate changes could
be disastrous. We can’t help world prices from falling, but the federal
government wants to help keep costs going up. As Westerners, we’re justifiably
concerned about the province’s future and the future of farming. We’re
fighting the Crow changes tooth and nail because if 1looks 1like increased
burdens and no benefits. We thought you knew that. Imagine our astonishment
and frustration when

On February 21 this year the Government of Canada ran an advertisement in the
Montreal Gazette featuring the following headline:

THE CROW GOES
A section of the ad copy goes on to say,
‘‘No. There’ll Be No War’’

‘‘The higher transportation costs will prevent western pork and beef producers
from becoming more competitive with their eastern counterparts in their
traditional markets.’’

The comments are outrageous--the federal government tells the west the Pepin
Plan will help the livestock industry and tells the east that it will hurt our
industry, a pathetic display of integrity.

Take $6 billion out of the national economy, destroy a province’s purchasing
power, and unemployment and economic hardship can grow coast-to-coast. In a
nutshell, it could be unnecessary economic suicide for all of us.

Let’s Talk Crow

The Saskatchewan government believes we should build on our agricultural
potential. The federal government should be providing incentives to grow and
export more agricultural produce. The whole nation benefits if Saskatchewan
farmers double grain production. Why wouldn’t the federal government encourage
production, not discourage it? The provincial government has been campaigning
on a plan to bring common sense to this issue. Here are some of the points:
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- There must be a ‘statutory’ rate written into law for grain shipments
that protects the farmer from the monopoly power of the railways and
runaway inflation.

Do Grain is sold in a competitive world market. There is no Made-in-Canada
price for grain of the world market. If our farmers have to build these
new freight rate increases into their existing grain prices, they will
simply price themselves out of world markets. Ottawa is putting our
farmers into a vicious circle of financial insolvency.

3 With falling grain prices and rising costs our farmers are already caught
in a cost-price squeeze, yet not only does Ottawa plan to boost freight
rates by the huge amounts but the Liberal government also refuses to drop
high taxes on farm fuels and other costs.

4. The federal government wants our farmers to diversify their crops but
then refuses to allow new crops to come under the freight rate plan and
benefit from what little subsidies will be left.

5. Ottawa has also imposed a 1limit of 31 million metric tonnes on
traditional grains that can be shipped under the much diminished subsidy
rates. The Liberal government encourages our farmers to grow more, but
then penalizes them when they do.

6. And talking about that subsidy, one of the carrots Ottawa is using to
tempt people to accept the new proposals is a $651 million a year carrot
that isn’t nearly so tasty when looked at carefully. This subsidy, not
linked to inflation, will be quickly eroded and will soon become
inconsequential.

Y The federal Liberals seem to think they are doing Western farmers a
favour by
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BOX 2700 — 505 - 2nd STREET S.W.. CALGARY, CANADA T2P 2PS
TELEPHONE 290-4910  TELEX 038-216-43

September 21,

Miss S. Sirpaul

Secretary

Standing Committee on Transport
Parliament Buildings

Government of Canada

Ottawa, Ontario

K1A 0A2

Dear Miss Sirpaul:

On reviewing issue number 109
Committee’s proceedings I note on page 34 a request that
file
that this material did not accompany my letter to you of August
did supply the other material requested.

Please note that the grain industry files,
which I believe are of interest to
additional tariffs are filed annually which do not apply to the
grain handled through the terminal. These include such items

charges for receiving from trucks; drying of damp, moist and wet

1983

of the recommendations in the Standing
Alberta
with you its so-called terminal charges on a historical basis.

Wheat Pool
I regret

12th, which

The oversight is my responsibility.

with the Canadian Grain
Commission under the heading ‘Receiving, Elevating and Shipping’,
the Standing Committee.

the tariffs
A number of
majority of
as additional
grain, drying

of tough grain, etc. Tariffs are filed separately for each of the ten grain
commodities including wheat, oats and barley, rye, rapeseed and flax.
Sunflowers and soybeans are presently also included. In order to make the

table intelligible; the Alberta Wheat Pool receiving, elevating
tariffs filed for

are being supplied with three generalizations:

and shipping

Vancouver in the crop years 1974/75 to 1983/84 inclusive;
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(a) In years when a modification to the original intention was put into
effect (customarily by September 1st), the figure which applied throughout the
crop year is used.

(b) All years have been translated to metric tonne units and fractions
of a cent have been changed appropriately.

(c) Figures are supplied for wheat, barley and rapeseed. They are
available for the other grains mentioned, if they would be useful.

PRINCIPLE ALBERTA WHEAT POOL TARIFFS AT VANCOUVER TERMINAL
BY YEAR AND GRAIN - IN DOLLARS PER TONNE

WHEAT
YEAR (INCLUDING DURUM) BARLEY RAPESEED
1974/75 $1.79 $2.24 $3.25
1975/76 1°97 2.47 3.47
1976/77 2.25 2.80 3.60
1977/78 2.25 2.80 3.60
1978/79 2.75 3.45 4.40
1979/80 3.00 3.80 4.80
1980/81 3.15 4.00 5.05
1981/82 3.45 4.40 5.55
1982/83 3.90 4.95 6.10
1983/84 4.09 5.19 6.40

In summary, the tariffs at port terminals appear to have advanced at an
annual rate of somewhat 1less than ten per cent annually since 1974/75.

Tariffs filed by competing companies are often quite similar, though not
identical in all cases.

Yours truly,

(Original signed by)

A. W. Beattie, P. Ag.

Director of Public Relations
AWB/1las
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The Canadian Federation of Agriculture

111 SPARKS TELEPHONE
OTTAWA,K ONTARIO (613) 236-3633
K1P 5B5 (613) 236-9997

July 7, 1983

Miss S. Sirpaul,

Clerk of the Committee,

Standing Committee on Transportation,
House of Commons,

Room 514 - 180 Wellington St.,
Ottawa, Ontario

K1A 0A6

Dear Miss Sirpaul:

This letter is in response to your enquiry as to whether the
Canadian Federation of Agriculture would be appearing before the Transport
Committee on Bill C-155. It would be appreciated if its contents could
be communicated to the members of the Committee.

At its Annual Meeting last February the Federation adopted the
following resolution by a substantial majority:

"That the Canadian Federation of Agriculture request the Federal
Government to work for a solution for grain transportation, other
than the federal policy announcement of February 1, 1983, which
would be neutral in terms of its impact on the competitive
capabilities of the various regions of Canada, and which would
include among other things the principle of payment of the railway
revenue shortfall directly to the railways."

Following the Annual Meeting the Board of Directors decided
that, in view of the sharp and strongly held differences of view that
nevertheless exist within our organization structure on this issue, the
Federation should communicate the content of the resolution to the government
but would not as an organization play an active advocacy role in the complex
ongoing debate which evidently was in prospect. It was felt that the
interests of all our members, and of our organization itself, would be best
served by our associated organizations pursuing their own representations
and consultations in an ongoing way. It is in line with this directive
of the Board that we will not appear, contenting ourselves with this
communication.

Yours sincerely, .
& s 1L

-

’

e e ety

Glenn Flaten,
GF/bw President
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CANADIAN PAPERWORKERS UNION CLC - LOCAL 1120

PRINCE ALBERT, SASKATCHEWAN

Brief

to

The House of Commons Committee on Transport

on

Bill C-155, The Western Grain Transportation Act



30-11-83 Transports 146A : 131

Throughout Canadian history railways in this country have enjoyed a
favoured position both with respect to grants of public money and other
benefits and also with respect to the monopoly powers enjoyed in many areas of
the transport business over considerable periods of time. In addition the
railways have also been able to expand their operations into other fields of
activity, partly as a result of the benefits received from the public purse,
such that they have become corporate comglomerates with activities far beyond
the scope of providing transportation services.

Since the major railway companies have extended the scope of their
activities beyond transportation it would be reasonable to think that they had
done everything within their powers to ensure that their transportation
services were adequate for all regions of Canada served by them. Such is not
the case. Prince Albert and northern Saskatchewan provide good examples of
the failure of the railways to provide needed services and attempts have been
made by them to curtail services which have been in place for some years.

For example the City of Prince Albert is no longer served by
passenger train service and it might be noted that in the last several years
during which passenger train service was available to Prince Albert it was
such that it had very little chance of success. At one time Prince Albert was
well served by passenger train service. In addition the railways have
attempted to abandon a number of branch 1line services surrounding Prince
Albert. In some cases their attempts were not successful but it is clear that
the intent was there.

Another failure of the railways in northern Saskatchewan was to
extend their service much beyond the Prince Albert region. It may be of
interest that the City of Prince Albert is still well south of the half-way
point between the southern and northern boundaries of the province of
Saskatchewan. In spite of that fact railway service extends for only a few
short miles beyond Prince Albert and there are only two lines in Saskatchewan
which stretch for any distance geographically to the north of Prince Albert.
They are lines to Big River and to Meadow Lake both of which are to the west
north-west of Prince Albert. Neither of them reach as far north as the
halfway point in the province.

The railways have extended service to the northern regions of other
provinces but not to Saskatchewan. This point is illustrated by the fact that
if you draw a line from the North Saskatchewan river north of Lloydminster at
the Alberta-Saskatchewan boundary, north-eastward to a point on the Churchill
River just north of LaRonge, then south-easterly to the Saskatchewan-Manitoba
border at a point just west of The Pas where the Saskatchewan river flows into
Manitoba, the entire area to the north of this line is closer to railways in
Manitoba or Alberta than to any railway in Saskatchewan. Thus one half of the
geographic area of Saskatchewan is located closer to railways in other
provinces than it is to a railway 1located within Saskatchewan. There is
potential in northern Saskatchewan. There are resources which can be
developed and in some cases have been developed. Development in
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Saskatchewan’s north would have proceeded at a faster pace had the railways
done their job. For many years we have heard talk about the railways
extending into our North but there was never any action. We in the Prince
Albert area feel the railways have not done their job.

The Canadian National Railway is a publicly owned company. Thus it
is somewhat surprising to hear instances where the C.N.R. has been more
difficult to deal with than the C.P.R. For example the C.P.R. has been much
more co-operative in providing a car fleet for hauling chips from the Meadow
Lake Sawmill to the Pulp Mill at Prince Albert than the C.N.R. has been for
hauling chips and pulpwood from the mills in Hudson Bay to the pulp mill in
Prince Albert.

The story has been told many times of the benefits received by
Canadian Pacific Ltd. from the people of Canada and of the immense corporate
empire they were able to build as a consequence.

Thus the question has to be asked why do they need more now? In
particular why are they attempting to charge prairie farmers more for shipping
grain when it is <clear that this will seriously harm their international
marketing position? Why are these same railways investing in assets in other
countries extensively while they are restricting investment in upgrading rail
capacity in Canada which they talk about so much?

We oppose the attempt to do away with the Crow rate and to pass Bill
C-155 as the new charter for Canada’s railroads to rip off Canadian people and
western Canada in particular.

The message we would like to give to Canada’s railways is:

- truly nationalize Canadian National so that it serves Canadian
people in the way it was intended:

- tell Canadian Pacific that if they can’t get along with the
millions of dollars they have already plundered from the Canadian public they
should either shape up or ship out.
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Canadian |’Association Canadienne
Pulp and Paper des Producteurs
Association de Pates et Papiers

2300 Sun Life Buildin 2300 Immeuble Sun Life

Montre:F, due.,uCanaga H3B 2X9 Montréal, Qué., Canada' H3B 2X9
Tel. (514) 866-6621 Telex 055-60690 Tél, (514) 866-6621 Télex 055-60690
Howard Hart

President

August 19, 1983

Mr. Maurice A. Dionne, M.P.

Chairman, House of Commons Standing Committee on
Transport

Room 514

Wellington Building

180 Wellington Street

Ottawa, Ontario

K1A OA6

Dear Mr. Dionne:

In our letter to you dated July 20, 1983, the Canadian
Pulp and Paper Association requested an opportunity to appear

before the House of Commons Standing Committee on Transport at
its hearings on Bill C-155.

In an effort to expedite the proceedings, it is now our
view that we simply enlarge upon the concerns expressed in the
above-mentioned letter. Accordingly, we would request that

our comments be appended to the formal proceedings of the
Committee.

CPPA, with its 65 member and associate member companies
in all parts of Canada, accounts for approximately 98 per cent
of the pulp, paper and paperboard manufactured in Canada. Our

members employ, in the manufacture of these commodities,
approximately 130,000 people.

In 1982, total industry shipments amounted to slightly
more than 18 million metric tons, valued at $10 billion, and
accounted for approximately 4 per cent of Canada's Gross
National Product. Canada exports approximately 80 per cent of
its pulp, paper and paperboard to markets around the world,
amounting in 1982 to 14 million metric tons, valued at $8
billion, and representing 1l per cent of all Canadian exports.

Maintenance of this export business is dependent on cost
competitiveness.
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Transportation represents a major cost factor for
Canadian pulp and paper companies, ranking second only to the
cost of labour. Hence, the effectiveness and cost of
transport are extremely important to the health of this
industry. Canadian mills are a long way from virtually all
major world markets and are often at a transportation cost
disadvantage; they are almost never at an advantage.

In a number of submissions on national transportation
matters over the years, the pulp and paper industry has
expressed concern about problems associated with statutory
railway freight rates, and in particular the Crow's Nest
rates.

Our concerns have been, first, that the artificially low
level of these rates leads the rdilways to charge higher rates
on other commodities, thus impairing the competitive position
of those commodities; and second, that the return to the
carriers from these movements limits the funds available to
support the enlargement of railway facilities to meet
increased transportation needs.

Because the pulp and paper industry is heavily dependent
upon railway transportation, there is a need for an efficient
railway system with adequate carrying capacity at the lowest
possible cost to all users of the service. We feel that all
sectors of the Canadian economy will be adversely affected by
deferment of railway investment in increased rail carrying
capacity. Thus we urge that there be established compensatory
freight rates for grain and that the rail rate structure
promote efficiency in the movement of grain for the benefit of
grain and all commodities. We also support a monitoring
system to ensure that the rail network will meet future

requirements for the movements of grain and commodities of
this and other industries.

We would be pleased to appear before the Committee to

answer any questions which might arise from this submission
should you so request.

Yours sincerely,

— ") ! P Q.4 =
Jotis 2 Vi —7../‘;,‘.,/ ~--‘f~/\r

I

HH/rf
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July 13, 1983
A BRIEF PRESENTED TO
THE STANDING COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION
BY
THE CONCERNED CITIZENS OF NOTUKEU LINE
CLIMAX, SASKATCHEWAN

First, we refer to Part I (dl). We feel there should be a reduction in
grain elevator representation. Six members would create an imbalance between
the grain trade and the primary producer. We also feel that Part I (d8)
should be changed to include two representatives from the Province of
Saskatchewan since said province produces the largest amount of grain for
export. More representation would give us more control of the shipment of
grain with the Senior Grain Transportation Committee.

This organization is totally opposed to Section 37, subsection 4 of Bill
C-155 because it restricts government participation to a maximum of 31.1
million tonnes.

This discourages increased production and results in higher costs to
grain producers, which they cannot afford. Therefore, this volume cap must be
removed.

We reject outright the portion of the act (33-3 and 33-4) which provides
for the transfer of grain car allocations from the jurisdiction of the
Canadian Wheat Board to a third party.

The Canadian Wheat Board has the necessary marketing expertise to
adequately move our grain products, but must retain grain car allocation

privilages to prevent delivery disruptions caused in part or whole by a third
party (see 33-3 and 33-4).

To maintain our present standing as a reliable grain exporter, we feel
that grain car allocation must be left totally within the jurisdiction of the
Canadian Wheat Board.

Section 46, subsection 1, opens the door for variable rates, by allowing
the railroads to entice farmers to haul to a central point. Thereby, lowering
traffic on branch lines, thus making branch lines unprofitable and subject to
closure. At such time, raising the rates at central points to allowable
maximums, causing costs to the producer with the long haul to rise when grain
could be transported cheaper by rail than by truck. The highways would
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deteriorate by increased traffic, thus increasing the tax burden on the
taxpayer. It would also lead to the downfall of the rural communities which
are so vital to the well-being of rural Sasktachewan. Therefore, this section
of the act is totally unacceptable.

Section 21, subsection 2, raises concerns that the rail companies could
ignore individual branch lines. The sanctions provided in this act are not
sufficient to ensure the railways maintain branch lines. We feel adequate
sanctions should be included to ensure performance and maintenance on all rail
lines.

We agree with the amendment that all payments from the government go
directly to the railroads for the following reasons:

(1) The railroads get the money as needed.

(2) The government is able to extract performance from the railroads.
(3) The farmer gets paid when he sells his wheat...not a year later.
(4) This payment is not politically vulnerable.

(5) This method is politically acceptable to all parties.

These are the reasons against producer payments:

(1) There would be a demand for off-setting agriculture susidies in
other areas of Canada.

(2) It would be much more complex and expensive to administer.

(3) Provides for inequities between farmers.

(4) It becomes easier for the railways to introduce variable rates.

We would 1like Section 2, subsection 1, ‘‘grains’’ to include more
products. In addition to the grains currently listed, we would 1like to see
included such products as triticale. In fact, we think all agricultural

products produced on the prairies (ie. livestock and dressed meats) should be
included.

We point out to the committee, the above are some of the reasons we find
Bill C-155 objectionable and unacceptable in its present format.

We thank the committee for the opportunity to present this brief.
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The Crow Coalition is an umbrella group including the following

participants and active supporters:
Federated Co-operatives Limited
Federations of Labour: Saskatchewan, Manitoba and Alberta

including specifically:

City Firefighters Union of Saskatoon S.I.E.U. Local 36, Swift Current
C.U.P.E. Local 600-01, Weyburn Grain Services Union, C.L.C.,
U.F.C.W. Local 248 P, Saskatoon Regina

U.S.W.A. Local 7548, Saskatoon North Battleford and District
U.F.C.W. Local 1400, Unit C-4, Saskatoon Labour Council
Communication Workers of Canada

Saskatchewan Association of Rural Municipalities
National Farmers' Union

Western Cow Calf Producers' Association

Family Farm Foundation of Canada

Research, Education and Action Group

Save the Crow Committee

The principles of the Coalition are:
1. Subsidies: Subsidies are essential to the survival of the
Canadian grain industry. Any money paid should be paid directly to the

railways.

2. Retention of the Present Statutory Fixed Rate.

3. No variable rates.

4. Support for the Canadian Wheat Board.

The Coalition does not purport in this submission to cover all

aspects of the questions involved in the discussion of Bill C-155. Other
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submissions will deal with, or have dealt with, many phases of the

problem and with the defects and complexities of Bill C-155.

We have no desire to encumber the record with repeating the
factual statements and arguments being so clearly and forcefully made
in other submissions with which we are in agreement and support. These
arguments, including the strong arguments based on the historical
development of rail transportation in Western Canada, in themselves
justify the retention of the Crow Rate as established in 1925. Our
position is that in addition to these arguments, we wish to emphasize
a very current justification for the Crow Rate: now,in this decade,
and for the future, the grains industry in Western Canada, in light of
world conditions, requires and must have and continue to have transportation

subsidies if it is to survive.

Our position is that retention of the 1925 statutory rate is
the least subsidy needed to achieve survival. We recognize that the
statutory rate is a subsidy. We believe it is a fair subsidy and
justified by Western Canada's landlocked position, and justified too
by the subsidies provided to grain growers and the grain industry by

Canada's chief competitors in the world markets.

The United States is Canada's chief competitor in the
world market. In 1982, it produced 17% of world wheat production

totalling 76 million tonnes, while Canada's share of world production
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was 5%, or 24.8 million tonnes. Because the United States population is
ten times greater than Canada's, it consumes a greater quantity of its
production, so when it comes to exporting into the world market, Canada's

share of the world market was 19% as against 48% for the U.S. in 1982.

In actual figures, in 1982, Canada exported 18.4 million tonnes
of wheat out of a total production of 24.8 million tonnes, whereas the
United States exported 48 million tonnes out of a total production of

76 million tonnes.

In the matter of subsidies, a comparison of subsidies paid
to U.S. producers of wheat with the total paid to Canadian producers,

including the Crow Rate as a subsidy, is as follows, calculated in U.S.

funds:
Dollars Per Tonne Subsidy
Canada United States
1972 $5.00 $22.40
1981 4.50 18.00
10-yr. average 4.00 11.80

It will be seen that throughout the whole ten year period,
the United States wheat producer was subsidized by double the Canadian
subsidy, year in and year out. These United States figures do not

include all the amounts spent on the Mississippi-Missouri waterway

which carries the bulk of the United States grain exports to world markets.
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Another feature of the United States position is that 13.2
million tonnes of wheat were exported through ports in Washington and
Oregon. This wheat came mainly from production in Washington and
Oregon, which are coastal areas much closer to seaboard, and with
substantially less transportation mileage, being similar to Australia

in this respect.

When the amount which will be available to United States
grain producers under the present 1983 Payment In Kind program,
calculated to cost $11 billion dollars in total ( $2.7 billion of
which will be paid in respect of wheat), is included, the United
States subsidy will vastly exceed the present or any proposed

subsidy to Canadian producers.

Another major producer of wheat is France, which produced
22.9 million tonnes in 1982, nearly that of Canada's 24.8 million
tonnes. Wheat production in the ten European Economic Community
countries was 54.5 million tonnes in 1982. Wheat production in
France and the E.E.C. countries was subsidized to the amount of

$ 18-00per tonne (U.S. funds) in 1981. The E.E.C. countries

exported 14.1 million tonnes in 1981-82, excluding intra-trade between
members, and are a large competitor with Canada in the world wheat

market.

Canada's other competitors, Australia and Argentina, both

subsidize wheat transportation. Australia, which produced a record
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16.4 million tonnes in 1981, being its second largest crop ever, 507
higher than in 1980, exported a record 11.4 million tonnes in 1982.
Argentina, which produced 11.3 million tonnes in 1982, exported 4.3
million tonnes in 1981-82, much of which went to countries in South
and Central America which combined imported 10.9 million tonnes in
1981-82. Argentina's production area is close to seaboard, but

even so, the government pays all transportation charges from the

local elevators to port.

The average distance in Australia of the grain growing
area to export position is 300 kilometers, whereas in Canada it is
2,000 kilometers. Nevertheless, a report into the operations of
Victoria's State Railway system in 1980 indicated that only 50%
of the average cost of freighting grain had been paid for by rates

charged to farmers.

This is the record. In view of the massive subsidies provided
in the United States, our chief competitor, and in France, as well
as subsidies provided in Argentina and Australia, Canada cannot
compete if our transportation charges to the nearest port are

increased.

It is for all these reasons that we maintain that the
present statutory rate for export grain must be maintained intact.

Otherwise, the Canadian producer will be helpless in the world market
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and the grain industry in Western Canada bankrupted. The production of
grain is Western Canada's main economic basis. Destroy the export

capacity of western producers and what is left for Western agriculture?

Not only is the economy of Western Canada at stake, but all of
Canada is at risk. It was the record exports of Canadian grain that kept
Canada's balance of payments in a plus position during the recession from

1981 to 1983.

Impact on Communities

It is evident that Bill C-155 is going to have a very major negative
effect both socially and economically on most rural communities in Manitoba,
Saskatchewan and Alberta. The approach that is taken here is to identify in
general terms the community impact of two factors: 1) increased delivery cost

to farmers; and 2) alterations to the transportation system.

If the rates which the federal government predict for 1990 had been
in effect in 1982, Saskatchewan farmers would have paid an additional
$370 million to move their grain. For comparison, total farm operating
expenses in Saskatchewan in 1982 were $2,343 million. Removing $370
million from the provincial economy, with its subsequent multiplier effects,
will have a substantial negative impact on the Saskatchewan retail sector.

For comparison, total retail trade in Saskatchewan in 1982 was $4,027 million.

Increased costs to farmers have further indirect effects on communities.
Increased costs to farmers will lead to fewer, larger farms. The subsequent

decline in population is compounded by the fact that the
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remaining larger farmers often tend to bypass the local community to
purchase their supplies from the larger dealers in the larger centres.
Higher delivery costs could also lead farmers to cut back on other

controllable farm supplies, further damaging the local economy.

A modern, more efficient transportation system is assumed to
mean fewer, larger-scale delivery points. Losing elevator service leads
to a decline in farm supplies and further reduces business and employment

opportunities.

There currently exists in many of these affected communities
considerable assets in the form of commercial, educational, religious, social
and recreational facilities. Future underutilization of these facilities
is a cost factor that must be considered. The decline in the level of
services available in a community often means a decline in the quality of

life of those residents who xremain.

In summary, Bill C-155 will have serious negative effects on
communities through the decline in population, the shift in shopping patterns,
the decline in business and employment opportunities, the underutilization of

community assets, and the decline in quality of life.

The Rail System

The claim is made that substantial increases in the freight rates
on grain are needed to modernize the rail system which must carry our grain
to port. We do not question the need to modernize and upgrade, but the

claim that this is required for the carriage of grain is greatly exaggerated.
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Such upgrading as is required on the prairies can be met to a considerable
degree if the railways utilize the subsidies available to them under the
Branch Line Subsidy Program. Today, under that program, the railways receive
subsidies on 8,708 miles of line in the three prairie provinces out of a total

rail mileage of 16,962.

Under these provisions of the Railway Act, the railways receive
payment in full for all grain originating on a so-called ''grain line",
from the point the grain car is picked up to the point where it is delivered

to an export terminal even though the greater mileage is on a main line.

There should be more interchanging of grain freight movements
between Canadian National and Canadian Pacific in addition to the
existing Calgary-Edmonton interchange. The objective should be to carry

the grain by the shortest mileage route from prairie points to port.

It is wrongly claimed and put to the public that modernization
of western railways is needed principally, if not entirely, by reason of
having to carry grain to Vancouver or Prince Rupert. The fact is that
grain rail traffic accounts for under 207% of the total traffic carried by
rail. The rest is commercial traffic carried at compensatory rates approved

by the Canadian Transport Commission.

Another fact to remember is that this so-called modernization is
almost entirely scheduled for the Mountain sections of the lines, and the
western movement of grain is only some 457% of the total export package as of

now. There already exists a double track from Portage la Prairie to Thunder

Bay.
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The Canadian Transport Commission

In its public hearings the Grain Handling and Transportation
Commission heard many criticisms of the manner the Canadian Transport
Commission was not fulfilling adequately its role in regulating Canadian
National and Canadian Pacific operations in Western Canada, particularly
insofar as the maintenance of branch lines and the carrying out of
repairs to bridges and trestles as required by the Railway Act. The
Commission said in its report: (page 22)

But perhaps the dominant criticism was that

the Canadian Transport Commission, being

Ottawa based, was unaware of and was not
responsive to Western problems and needs.

Following receipt of the Grain Handling and Transportation
Repert, the Honourable Otto Lang, then Minister of Transport, established
a Western Division of the Canadian Transport Commission and named certain
Commissioners to serve on the Western Division with headquarters in the

City of Saskatoon.

It can now be said with confidence that the status of the
Canadian Transport Commission is high in Western Canada and that the
Western Division is functioning without complaint throughout the West.

Mr. Lang deserves commendation for his action.

Elimination of Passenger Trains

We do not believe it is wise to listen to much loose talk on
the need to upgrade without looking at the whole picture. The first

scenario is the capacity of the present main lines to carry freight
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traffic now that passenger rail traffic has been greatly reduced, and on
the main line C.N. from Winnipeg westward, virtually eliminated. There is
one minor train from Saskatoon to Edmonton; that is all. Passenger traffic
on the C.P. main line is at a minimum. Knowledgeable railroad people could
tell you the extent to which freeing the main lines of passenger trains

clears the way for quicker and more frequent freight traffic movements.

This has not been the only benefit the railways have in being

relieved of carrying passengers. In 1980, Canada paid a subsidy of 547

million dollars to VIA Rail.

Mountain Requirements

There is no doubt that considerable double tracking is needed
in the mountains as well as the proposed Canadian Pacific Beaver Tunnel
through the Roger's Pass. We are concerned that in all the discussion
about the need for modernization in the Mountain Region, nothing is being
said about the possibility of an almost total breakdown of traffic to
Vancouver if there should occur a mountain slide or a tremor of any
consequence in the Fraser Gorge, which would spill both the Canadian National
and Canadian Pacific tracks into the river. This could close the C.N.,
C.P. and Trans-Canada Highway for months. That eventuality has not gone

unnoticed; in the area between Hell's Gate and Hope, cracks are developing

in the mountain.

At the Western Economic Opportunities Conference in Calgary in 1973,
the Prime Minister, Mr. Trudeau entered into an agreement with the Government

of British Columbia to build a by-pass called the Clinton Ashcroft cutoff to
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meet such an eventuality. Some preliminary work or planning was done,

but nothing more. All long range planning for a secure freight

corridor to Vancouver should include this connection to the British Columbia
rail line to assure some access to Vancouver in the case of a disaster

in the Gorge. The Grain Handling and Transportation Commission recommended

dn e d 9 2

1. The right-of-way for the Clinton Ashcroft
link be acquired immediately by the Government
of Canada and the British Columbia Government,
as agreed at the Western Economic Opportunities
Conference.

2. That the engineering and plans be completed for
construction of the linkage so that it could be
built quickly in an emergency situation.
The Commission commented that '"the next generation may revert to

the wisdom displayed at the Western Economic Opportunities Conference'.

(Report of the Grain Handling and Transportation Commission, 1977,
Volume I, page 192.)

Dockage and Screenings

There is an item which has received little or no attention as it
affects the grain grower in Western Canada. It relates to the dockage
charged against the shipper and vendor of grain to the local elevator. He
is docked an average of 2% on wheat, so that he receives payment for 98
bushels. But he is charged freight on 100 bushels. The 2% residue, known
as screeings, becomes the property of the elevator company, and except in
the case of the Pools, if that farmer is a Pool member, the farmer receives
no benefit even though he paid the freight on the dockage to the port
terminal. The amount involved in this procedure amounts to millions of
dollars annually. This comes clear from the Annual Report of the

Weyburn Inland Terminal for 1982. The report says: (page 1)
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The production and sale of quality screenings
continues to be an important source of revenue
for the Company. During 1982, 5,475 tonnes of
screenings were produced and the income from
those sales into the prairie market amounted to
about 14% of gross income.

Cleaning grain on the prairies and retaining the
screenings for livestock feed, besides being an
important source of revenue for the Company, also
contributes to the efficiency of Canada's
transportation system. It would have taken about
84 hopper cars to transport the amount of dockage
to Thunder Bay or Vancouver that was retained on
the Prairies by Weyburn Inland Terminal in 1982.

When it is recognized that some 26.6 million tonnes of Wheat
Board grains alone were shipped from local elevators in 1981-82 to
Thunder Bay, Vancouver, Prince Rupert and Churchill, it emerges that
local farmers have paid freight on some 532,000 tonnes of grain for

which they received no payment.

Surely this inequitable practice cannot be seen as continuing
if and when, as Bill C-155 proposes, the freight rate on grain in increased

by several times.

We mention this as another item in the complex system under which
the prairie grain grower operates. If the grain is cleaned locally, as is
done at the Weyburn Terminal, the screenings are available for local cattle,
hog and poultry producers, but apart from Weyburn and two or three other
locations, little cleaning is done. The screenings are sold in the B.C. lower

mainland and the United States, or shipped to Eastern Canada from Thunder Bay,

principally to Ontario.
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Your committee is urged to study the section of the Grain Handling
and Transportation Commissioners' 1977 Report, pages 155 to 159, noting
particularly that as of 1977, screenings totalled 28 million bushels and when

separated produced 3.6 million bushels which were sold as whole grain.

Western Milling

The following quotation from the same Report still applies:
(pp.279 - 283)

Canadian flour production has declined some 307% from
its peak of 56 million hundredweight in 1946-47 to
39 million hundredweight in 1974-75. At the same
time, a significant shift has taken place in the
location of flour production in Canada. In the

mid 1950's, approximately 52 percent of the flour
produced in Canada was milled east of the Lakehead.
In 1974-75, these market shares had shifted to 69
percent milled in Eastern Canada and 31 percent
milled in Western Canada.

The Grain Handling and Transportation Commission
found through its study of this industry that the
application of certain government programs, of
Canadian Wheat Board selling practices, and of
ancilliary rail charges offset the natural
geographic advantage Western mills should enjoy.

When Western mills receive wheat from primary

elevator companies, the Canadian Wheat Board collects
on behalf of the grain company a three-cent a bushel
'diversion charge' in lieu of terminal elevator
revenues. This charge was recently renamed a
'selection charge'. Mills are required to pay an
additional 1.5 cents per bushel if the wheat they
secure contains less than 1.0 percent dockage. Eastern
mills do not pay any of these charges.

One of the natural or locational advantages of locating

a flour mill near the source of wheat is the reduced need
for storage. The inventory requirements of a Western mill
are less than one month's period. Eastern mills on the
other hand require higher storage levels. At the close of
navigation in the St. Lawrence Seaway, Eastern mills will
require as much as six months' supply of wheat on hand.
Since the Canadian Wheat Board pays storage and carrying
costs, the Western grain producer pays the cost of equal-

izing the storage and carrying costs of Eastern and Western
mills.
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The instore Thunder Bay price for wheat includes a
number of costs which the Wheat Board incurs. These
costs are associated with the services rendered by the
Canadian Wheat Board and include inspection, freight,
terminal elevation, cleaning and the Canadian Wheat
Board administration costs. Western mills buy wheat at
this price less freight. They must therefore pay for
the other services, despite the fact that they do not
use them. This is indefensible.

The railways charge 18 cents per hundredweight stop-off

fees on domestic flour shipments. Western mill rail

origins of wheat milled and forwarded as domestic flour

are subject to this 18 cent charge. Eastern mills receiving
their grain supplies by water from Thunder Bay do not pay
this charge. Both Eastern and Western mills are subsidized
for stop-off charges on export flour. By virtue of Section
329 of the RAilway Act, the Federal Government made statutory
a three cent per hundredweight Eastern stop-off charge. In
the West, the railways have been free to establish the stop-
off charge at whatever level they wish. 1In 1973, the

Federal Government, recognizing the discriminatory effect

of the frozen eastern stop-off charge, implemented a stop-off
rebate. This rebate amounts to 7.5 cents per hundredweight
of export flour from Western mills. The net results is that
the Eastern mills are subsidized 15 cents per hundredweight, and
the Western mills, 7.5 cents per hundredweight.

The Flour Milling Industry

A reference to the milling industry will show the extent to
which Western wheat growers subsidize Eastern consumers by procedures

adopted. and carried out by the Canadian Wheat Board.

The Eastern consumer benefits from the payment by the Wheat
Board of storage and carrying charges on the some 50 million bushels
of wheat milled and consumed in Eastern Canada. This and other benefits

translate into six to seven cents a loaf on every loaf consumed in

Eastern Canada, all at the expense of the Western wheat grower, for the

Wheat Board's income is from the sale of western wheat.

23403-6
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The stop-off fees for storage or milling stated in the previous

quotation as 18 cents per hundredweight are now 40 cents per hundredweight.

If the prairie grower is to be assessed a higher freight charge,
surely the subsidies accruing to the Eastern consumer should be removed

from the back of the prairie producer.

The Stop-O0ff Fees

These are the fees of 40 cents per hundredweight referred to
previously which are charged by the railways when cars of wheat are
delivered to Western millers for processing flour for export or for
storage, and which are subsequently picked up as flour to be carried to
export position. There is no similar charge made to Eastern millers.
Moreover, when Western millers purchase wheat from the Wheat Board for
domestic milling, they pay the standard or actual freight rate from the
local elevator to the mill. As against this, the Eastern miller has the

advantage of the Crow Rate to Thunder Bay.

The Livestock Industry

It is to be regretted that the changes proposed in Bill C-155
have provoked a measure of conflict bewteen the grain growing section of
Western agriculture and the livestock industry. We recognize that the
Western livestock industry is under a handicap vis-a-vis its Eastern
counterparts. Our position is that the Western livestock industry needs
relief, but not, we maintain, at the expense of the grain industry. It
is a fact that if the price of grain is lowered at the local elevator
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