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MATTERS UNDER DISCUSSION: 

Western Transportation Initiative proposed by 
the Government of Canada. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Committee come to order please. 
Ladies and gentlemen, we have a quorum. 

Before we begin, I would like to apologize to those 
members of the public who are here, for that half of 
the committee which arrived a little late. We were on 
a slower plane, I guess. My apologies for us getting 
under way a few minutes late. 

Before we begin, I would like to introduce the 
members of the committee. On my far left, Mr. Henry 
Carron, the Member for Brandon West; beside Henry, 
Mr. Jim Downey, former Minister of Agriculture, the 
Member for Arthur; beside Jim, Clayton Manness, the 
Member for Morris; the gentlemen in the beard is Dave 
Blake, the Member for Minnedosa; immediately beside 
me is the Honourable Sam Uskiw, Minister of Highways 
and Transportation, the Member for Lac du Bonnet; 
on my far right, I don't know if that was intentional, 
Don Orchard, the Member for Pembina; beside Don, 
John Bucklaschuk, Minister of Consumer Affairs and 
Co-operative Development. John is the M LA for Gimli; 
beside him, Harry Harapiak. Harry is the MLA fo The 
Pas; next to H arry, John Plohman, M inister of 
Government Services, the M LA for Dauphin; last but 
not least, the Honourable Billie Uruski, Minister of 
Agriculture. 

My name is Andy Anstett. I am the chairman of the 
committee and the M LA for Springfield .  Ladies and 
gentlemen that's your committee. 
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The authority to hold these series of meetings is 
vested in a resolution passed by the Legislative 
Assembly unanimously on March 1 5th of this year. lt 
reads as follows - I hope everyone has a copy of the 
resolution and the accompanying document, if not there 
are additional copies by the door you came in. 

WHEREAS, on February 22, 1983, the Saskatchewan 
Legislature unanimously passed the following resolution: 

Because the proposals advanced by the Minister of 
Transport for Canada to replace the statutory Crow 
rate: 

1 .  Do not recognize the principles of the 
statutory rate for grain; 

2. Do not provide cost protection for farmers; 
3. Do not recognize that grain must be sold in 

a competitive international market; 
4. Do not remove the distortion in rates by 

including all prairie crops and their products 
under the new structure; 

5. Do not deal with unacceptable high taxation 
levels on farm input such as fuel; 

6. Do not p rovide sufficient performance 
g uarantees for the future g rowth and 
development of all facets of prairie agriculture; 

7. Prescribe an unacceptable limit of 31 . 1  million 
tonnes for subsidized shipments; 

8. Provide central Canada with further artificial 
processing and livestock incentives; and 

9. Are not supported by a consensus of Western 
Canadians. 

And because these are fundamental concerns and 
must be dealt with in any plan for the western rail 
transportation, this Assembly therefore rejects the Pepin 
Plan. 

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Legislative 
Assembly of the Province of Manitoba concur in the 
above resolution passed by the Saskatchewan 
Legislature; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Standing 
Committee on Agriculture of the Legislature be 
authorized: 

(a) To inquire into matters relating to the Western 
Transportation Initiative proposed by the 
Government of Canada; 

(b) To hold such pu blic meetings as the 
committee may deem advisable; 

(c) To report to this Session of the Legislature. 

Ladies and gentlemen, that is our mandate. The 
primary purpose then of the meetings is pointed out 
under (a) in the Resolve portion of the resolution, to 
enquire into m atters relating to the Western 
Transportation Initiative. 

When you came in at the door, in addition to a copy 
of the resolution, you also found an outline of the Federal 
Western Transportation Initiative. lt is fairly self­
explanatory. At previous meetings, I have read the full 
four pages or five pages of the Western Transportation 
Initiative. Some members have suggested that because 
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everyone has copies and most people are familiar with 
it we may wish to dispense with that reading. What is 
your will and pleasure? lt is agreed that we dispense 
with the reading. 

Ladies and gentlemen, if anyone is unsure as to 
exactly what the broad outline of the Pepin proposal 
is, I suggest to them they consult then the document 
that was at the door. 

Western Transportation Initiative 

1 .  The Federal Government will implement the 
principle recommendations of the Gilson 
Report for the four-year period, 1982-83 
through 1985-86. 

2. The Federal Government has defined the 
Crow Benefit Payment as representing the 
difference between the amount paid by 
producers, under the Crowsnest Pass rate, 
and the actual cost of moving grain during 
the crop year 1981-82 and has calculated 
it to be $65 1.6 million. The average Crow 
rate was $4.89 per metric tonne for the 
Prairie region and $3.65 per metric tonne 
for Manitoba. 

3. Starting in the 1983-84 crop year, producers 
will pay 
(a) The total cost of any future volumes of 

grain and grain products exceeding 3 1 . 1  
million tonnes; 

(b) The first three percentage points of 
railway cost increases due to inflation in 
the crop years 1983-84, 1984-85 and 
1985-86; 

(c) The first 6 percentage points of railway 
cost increases due to inflation for the 
crop year 1986-87 and beyond. 

4. Blended freight rates set by April 30th of 
each year for the following crop year by the 
Canadian Transport Commission ,  after 
consultation with grain shippers and 
railways. 

5. Freight rates will remain generally distance 
related. 

6. (a) Under the Gilson recommendation, the 
federal contribution wil l  be d ivided 
between the railways and the producers. 
In 1982-83, 100 percent of the federal 
contribution will go to the railways. After 
that the proportion paid to the railways 
will decrease over time to a minimum of 
19 percent by 1989-90. In 1989-90, 8 1  
percent will be paid to producers. 

(b) The method of paying the government 
contribution will be that recommended 
by Dr. Gilson, but the method will be 
reviewed in 1985-86, when the split is 
approximately 50 percent to each party. 
Parliamentary approval will be required 
to continue any further progression of 
payments to the producers. 

7. Payments to producers will be on a acreage 
basis, including cultivated acreage devoted 
to non-Crow crops and to Crow grain used 
on the Prairies, not on the basis of tonnes 
of Crow grain shipped by rail. Since this 

143 

would mean less money per tonne of grain 
shipped, the Federal Government will pay 
the producers an additional $204 million for 
the crop years 1983-84 to 1985-86, as an 
agricultural adjustment payment .  The 
Federal Government will com mit an 
additional $56 million after 1985-86, if the 
phased payments continue to 1988-89. 

8. Canola oil and meal and linseed oil and meal 
will be included under the new statutory rate 
regime in 1983-84. For the crop year 1982-
83, these products will be assisted through 
an exist ing program in the absence of 
legislation that wil l  pay the d ifference 
between the statutory rate and the current 
min imum compensatory rate west of 
Thunder Bay. However, the Federal 
Government believes the commercial rates 
for these products beyond Thunder Bay to 
eastern markets should be established. 
Currently, the railways charge a lower 
min imum compensatory rate on these 
products. 

9. A new grain transportation agency will be 
established to perform the current duties of 
the office of the grain transporation co­
ordinator and will have an enlarged mandate, 
including car allocations, performance and 
service guarantees, and improved efficiency 
and capacity in the transporation system. 

10. The Canadian Transport Commission will 
u ndertake the necessary major costing 
reviews every four years in consultation with 
grain shippers and railways. 

1 1 .  The Federal Government will purchase up 
to 3,840 more hopper cars over the next 
three fiscal years. Timing of the purchases 
will be made with the advice of the new grain 
transporation agency. 

12. The Federal Government will commit an 
additional 670 mi l l ion to branch l ine 
rehabilitation this decade. The future of the 
Branch Line Rehabilitation Program will be 
reviewed in 1985-86. 

13. In accordance with the Gilson Report, the 
railway compensation of 100 percent of the 
long-run variable costs with a 20 percent 
contribution to overhead costs wi l l  be 
phased in. 

14. The railways will receive 313 mill ion for the 
crop year 1982-83 as a payment towards 
their shortfall in revenues in that year. 

15 .  Cost savings due to branch l ine 
abandonment or acquisition of government 
hopper cars wil l  accrue to the Federal 
Government and shippers. 

16.  The Federal Government has agreed to 
extend special additional capital cost 
allowances to the railroads for investment 
in railway assets during the period January 
1, 1983, to December 3 1 ,  1987. 

17.  In return for the implementation of the new 
rate regime on grain and the extended 
capital cost allowance, the two railroads have 
indicated they will: 
(a) Increase investment in 1983 in Western 

I 
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Canada by 242 million and investment 
in Eastern Canada by 33 million; 

(b) Increase investment in the period 1984-
87 in Western Canada by $2.592 billion 
and investment in Eastern ,Canada by 
$395 million; 

, 

(c) Meet specific g rain transportation 
performance and branch line 
maintenance obligations. 

18 .  Under Industrial and Economic Development 
Initiatives, the Federal Government will 
commit $75 million over the next five years 
to: 
(a) Develop railway equipment 

manufacturing industry; 
(b) Develop processing of agricultural 

products in Western Canada; 
(c) Assist suppliers of equipment and 

material for future resource development 
projects in Western Canada; 

(d) Assist western firms to develop new 
products and improved productivity and 
competitiveness. 

19. Under Agricultural Development Initiatives, 
the Federal Government will undertake a 
five-year $175 million package of agricultural 
development initiatives, including: 
(a) Improving local feed grain self-sufficiency 

in  non-Canadian Wheat Board 
designated areas of Canada; 

(b) Assistance to farms and farm 
organizations for activities leading to 
improved sustainable increases in 
production of g rains, livestock and 
special crops in the designated area of 
the Canadian Wheat Board; 

(c) Assistance to the food processing 
industry in Quebec; 

(d) Soil and water conservation research in 
the Prairie provinces; 

(e) Development of a crop information 
system by Agriculture Canada; 

(f) Development of an electronic marketing 
system by Agriculture Canada. 

20. In 1985-86, the Federal Government will 
review the following: 
( 1 )  The sharing of grain transportation costs 

between producers and the Federal 
Government. 

(2) The system of payments to producers 
and progressing reducing distortions in 
the western agricultural economy. 

(3) The possible impact on eastern 
agriculture. 

(4) The system of railway performance 
guarantees. 

(5) The freight rates required to provide 
appropriate compensation to the 
railways. 

(6) The future of the Branch Line 
Rehabilitation Program. 

We have a long list of individuals who have indicated 
they wish to speak to the committee today. I will read 
through the list and then ask if there are any additional 
people who wish to have their names added to that 
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list. M r. Lorne Parker, President of Manitoba Farm 
Bureau; M r. Bil l  Moore, private citizen; M r. Doug 
Campbell, CN Rail; Mr. Keith Proven, National Farmers 
Union, Local 5 16; Mr. Wayne Sotos, National Farmers 
Union Local 505; Mr. Bill Nicholson, Shoal Lake Local 
Committee, Manitoba Pool Elevator; Mr. Dennis Heeney, 
private citizen; Mr. Ken Sigurdson, Manitoba Pool 
Elevator Delegate; Mr. Larry Maguire, Souris Valley Farm 
Business Association; Mr. John Whitaker, private citizen; 
Mr. Brad MacDonald, private citizen; Messrs. Tony and 
Allan Riley, Claris Nicholson, John Mitchell, Alex 
McWilliams, lan Robson, Emil Shellborn and Henry 
Rempel. 

Is there anyone in the audience who wishes to make 
a presentation today whose name is not on the list? 
Seeing none, Mr. Lorne Parker please. 

MR. L PARKER: Our presentation today from the Farm 
Bureau is in three parts, Mr. Chairman. I will give the 
overview, Mr. Allan Chambers will give the presentation 
or that part of it in regard to method of payment, and 
Mr. Sheldon Fulton will make the presentation in regard 
to the safety net. 

The Crow debate from our prospective is one of the 
most interesting "hodgepodges" of economics and 
politics and emotions that any one of us is likely to 
experience. The gut issue is change - and change means 
different things to different people. One group of people 
argue that any increase in grain freight rates would 
spell the death knell of almost every small town in 
Western Canada; while others suggest that higher grain 
shipping costs would see unlimited opportunities for 
further processing within the prairies. The truth is 
perhaps somewhere down the middle. 

Why was the Pepin plan brought forward? Back in 
1 979, Jim Deveson and M ac Runciman, former 
presidents for Manitoba Pool Elevators and United 
Grain Growers respectively, gave some real leadership 
on the statutory grain freight rate issue. They basically 
said that the status quo was no longer good enough. 
The railways would have to be paid if the grain was 
to be moved and the farmers would have to pay a share 
of increasing costs under the strict rules of a new federal 
statute. Why did I argue vociferously within the Canadian 
Wheat Board Advisory Committee to persuade the 
board to buy 2,000 hopper cars with farmer's money 
when no one else would place additional car orders? 
One need go no further then the Canadian Wheat Board 
Annual Reports to see why the pressure for change 
was gaining momentum. Carry-over of stocks of all 
grains on prairie farms at July 31st was 3.3 million 
tonnes in 1975. lt went up year by year to 3.6, 9 .1  
million in '77;  8.9 in '78; 1 3.3 million tonnes in 1 979. 

I would like to quote directly from two Canadian 
Wheat Board Annual Reports. I have them here with 
me, but I took the quotation out and put it into the 
text. In 1977-78, the Board said and I quote: 

' 'Producer deliveries exceeded rail shipments by 
nearly 3 million tonnes, resulting in serious 
congestion in country elevators in the latter part 
of the crop year. Rail shipments fell well short 
of market requirements causing serious vessel 
lineups. This, together with other disruptions 
d rained terminal stocks, resulted in high 
demurrage costs, and forced the deferral of a 
large quantity of export commitments. 
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"The effects of this situation, of course, were 
felt for some time after the close of the 1977-
78 crop year." 

And again, in 1978-79 the Board said this: 
"The cumulative effect of all of these delays was 
extensive. The Wheat Board was once more 
forced to forego sales opportunities and defer 
shipments against sales contracts already made. 
Rail  shipments from country elevators to  
terminals dropped by 1 .2 million tonnes. This 
meant lower quotas which in turn reduced 
producer deliveries by 3.8 million tonnes from 
the previous crop year." 

A conservative estimate of lost grain sales revenue 
in those two yers is $1 billion. Is it any wonder that 
there was growing pressure for change? 

In November, 1979, the Farm Bureau staked out a 
policy position which emphasized that the issue was 
much wider than just statutory grain.  While statutory 
grain rates were frozen, inflation was impacting on the 
commercial rates for livestock and livestock products, 
non-statutory grains and the end products from our 
oilseed and crushing industry. The resulting distortions 
were serious and escalating. The Farm Bureau took 
the rather enl ightened position in 1 979 that an 
increasing portion over time of any federal subsidy 
would have to be paid to farmers on some sort of 
acreage related basis. Articulate spokesmen for the 
livestock, poultry and special crop sectors within the 
Bureau were seeking greater resource neutrality in the 
production arid transport of their products. That should 
not be surprising when firstly, in most years, cash 
receipts in Manitoba from the sale of cattle, calves and 
hogs exceed wheat, and secondly, when roughly 9 
percent of our seeded acreage is in miscellaneous crops 
- 894,000 acres in 1982 - most of which do not now 
move under Crow. We were unable to come up with 
an exact figure on the dollar value of miscellaneous 
crops but an educated guess would suggest that they 
make up at least 15 percent of farm cash crop receipts. 

Let me restate the Farm Bureau 1979 policy position: 
( 1 )  The railway revenue shortfall, and remember at 

that time it was estimated at $225 million, be paid in 
perpetuity to the railways. 

(2) We argued that canola and flaxseed oil and meal 
should be put under the statutory rate. 

(3) Prairie feed grain prices to be backed off from 
export position by the full real cost of transport. 

(4) The federal share of future cost increases to be 
paid to farmers on some form of acreage related basis. 

The Western Agricultural Conference, which consists 
of the Saskatchewan Federation of Agriculture, Unifarm 
in Alberta, United Grain Growers and the Manitoba 
Farm Bureau adopted a transportation policy in January, 
1980. lt had similarities to the Farm Bureau position 
but was silent on our point (4). In the event that the 
eventual decision was to pay all federal subsidy money 
to the railways, we got tacit agreement from the WAC 
that it would support inclusion of all special crops under 
the statutory rate but we never got it in writing in the 
WAC policy. From January, 1980 forward the Farm 
Bureau was prepared to support, and did support, the 
WAC policy until parts of it were proven unworkable. 

The WAC transportation package - and ·1 stress the 
word package - was a key element in getting to the 
negotiating table. I have attached a couple of appendix, 
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both of which are letters to the Prime Minister. One 
was written on February 1 1 , 198 1 .  lt was signed the 
presidents of the four federations and the United Grain 
Growers that make up WAC, plus the presidents of the 
three Pools. 

Later on April 20, 198 1 ,  the Farm Bureau wrote the 
Prime Minister again and it was signed by all member 
groups of the Farm Bureau at that time. I don't intend 
to read those letters, but you can look at them for 
yourselves. (See Appendix A and Appendix B) 

The Manitoba Farm Bureau participated fully in the 
negotiation exercise headed by Dr. Clay Gilson. Our 
representatives were Allan Chambers, who is with me 
today; Bob Douglas, our secretary and myself with 
Sheldon Fulton who is also here today as our consultant. 
As chief spokesman, my bottom line mandate was to 
seek a fair and equitable solution for Manitoba farmers 
no matter what their enterprise. 

I would draw your attention in particular to one of 
the Federal gu idel ines laid down for the G ilson 
negotiations and that. is Appendix C. Of particular 
interest is the one I've quoted. 

"5.  The economic d istortions within the 
agricultural sector stemming from the statutory 
rate should be reduced, without recourse to new 
transportation subsidies for crops not covered 
by the present statutory rate, or for goods such 
as l ivestock and processed agricultural  
products." 

That g uideline prevented us and G ilson from 
recommending any massive extension of the statutory 
rate structure to other grain and products. We were 
successful in getting canola and flaxseed oil and meal 
included for two reasons: 

1. The crushers made a pretty good case that 
i m pending bankruptcy if they didn't  get 
immediate relief, was the scenario. 

2. Of course, the feds had in place certain ad 
hoc subsidies which had set a precedent and 
we could argue that they weren't entirely new 
subsidies. 

Early in the Gilson exercise it became apparent that 
the Western Agricultural Conference proposed to back 
off feed grain prices by the full, real cost of transport 
was unworkable. We knew it was a weak link but the 
Western Agricultural Conference hoped that the grain 
co-operatives could figure out a way to make it work. 
That didn't happen between January, 1980 or the start 
of the Gilson negotiations in February, 1982, a span 
of two years. The annual cost of recycling grain into 
the elevator at a price reflecting the subsidized cost 
of rail transport was estimated to be in excess of $100 
per year, most of which would come out of the Canadian 
Wheat Board barley pool. To get some perception of 
the magnititude of the distortion problem, the cost to 
extend the Crow Benefit to non-statutory grains and 
the temptation to recycle feed grains I refer you to 
A ppendix D, a document that we tabled dur ing 
negotiations last April. 

And so it was that with some three weeks to go in 
the Gilson negotiations, we still had no middle ground 
that could deal with the major problem of economic 
distortions; nor had any organization made an offer to 
pick up a share of future cost increases. Since the 
bureau had a degree of flexibility on these two points, 
we suggested two things: 

I 
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First, that farmers should pick up the first 3 percent 
annually of future cost increases. Given that degree of 
inflation protection, the Farm Bureau was prepared to 
see farmers accept all cost increases on volumes in 
excess of 3 1 . 1  million tonnes. lt appeared as though 
inflation was likely to increase faster than volume, 
admittedly a judgment call. The suggestion of making 
the Federal Government responsible for any cost 
increases over 3 percent on the first 3 1. 1  million tonnes 
is sound. If inflation is kept down to 3 percent or less, 
everyone wins. If runaway inflation is the scenario, then 
Ottawa toots a major portion of those increased costs. 

Secondly, we suggested that there should be a 
phasing in of federal subsidy payments with 100 percent 
of the federal subsidy in the first year going to the 
rai lways and in subsequent years any increasing 
proportion of the subsidy being paid to farmers. This 
latter suggestion was qualified by the rider that a certain 
minimum sum should always be paid direct to the 
railways to give some additional leverage on their 
performance. 

Dr. Gilson recommended a phasing in of payments 
to producers with a maximum of 8 1  percent of federal 
subsidy to farmers by 1988, '89, '90, and beyond. The 
3 percent f igure for annual  cost increases was 
recommended to 1 985-86 in Gilson's report, but 
because of financial parameters set by the Federal 
Government, Gilson went to three, plus a half of the 
next three, to a maximum of 4.5 percent annually 
beyond '85-86. Upon release of the Gilson report last 
July, the Farm Bureau endorsed it in principle but said 
that we weren't happy with the cost-sharing formula 
beyond ' 85-86. 

In the opinion of the bureau, major tinkering with 
the Gilson package of recommendations is dangerous. 
There is balance, there is fairness in that package in 
the long run.  Over t ime, m ost of the economic 
distortions within the prairies would be removed. Failure 
to use the federal legislation and federal dollars in a 
way that does address the distortion problem for all 
sectors would surely lead to pressure on prairie 
Provincial Governments to provide counter subsidies. 
The Farm Bureau warned Premier Pawley and his 
Cabinet of this possibility in January, 1982, and repeated 
the warning at a meeting with the Premier and Mr. 
Uskiw during the Gilson exercise. Of the three prairie 
provinces, Manitoba can least afford such action. The 
recent Alberta subsidy to canola crushers is an 
unfortunate example of the effect of this type of action 
on the Province of Manitoba. 

Much of the initial criticism in Western Canada to 
Gilson's report centred on method of payment. Those 
who favoured payment to the railways failed during 
Gilson to come up with any solution to the distortion 
problem for feed grain users. In tabling the Western 
Feed Grain Rate Equalization Fund, or WREF proposal, 
in August, 1982, the Pools did recognize that there was 
a serious problem of distortion for feed grain users if 
the subsidy is paid to the railways. The WREF proposal 
received no government support at either the federal 
or provincial level and very little amongst individual 
farmers within the Canadian Wheat Board area. Nothing 
has been heard of the WREF proposal in recent months. 
That leaves payment to farmers as the only hope for 
fair and equitable treatment insofar as the livestock, 
poultry and special crop sectors go. 
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Since the release of the Western Transportation 
Initiative on February 4, 1983, we have seen more and 
more of the western criticism aimed at the overall cost­
sharing formula beyond '85-86. That is as it should be. 
The Federal Government is suggesting that farmers 
pick up the first 6 percent of cost increases beyond 
'85-86 while retaining the volume cap at 3 1 . 1  million 
tonnes. That is not acceptable to the bureau or, as far 
as I know, to any other farm organization in Western 
Canada. Some concessions will have to be made during 
the parliamentary process in regard to cost-sharing, 
and the Farm Bureau was confident that if we get our 
act together out west, the government will listen. 

Before moving to some specific recommendations 
for your consideration, Mr. Chairman, let's look at the 
government's estimated dollar commitment for the four 
years ending in 1985-86. The first four, totalling $1.4 
billion, and that is the interim payment, the branch line 
rehabbing the branch-line subsidies and, perhaps, I 
threw in the hopper car purchases and leases. That 
part might be secure. I stress "might" because I 'm not 
sure and I don't think any of you are on the hopper 
car one, because no contract has been signed. The 
last four, including the Crow benefit payments, the 
federal share of cost i ncreases, the agricultural 
adjustment payment and I suppose most of the 
administration, totalling $2.3 billion, would likely be lost. 
In other words, I said Items 5 through 8 listed above 
are totally dependent on passage of the proposed 
legislation. 

I would remind you again that our letter to the Prime 
Minister signed by the people I mentioned earlier, the 
first one, accepted the suggestion that the government 
commitment was contingent on successful negotiations. 
If the proposed legislation were not introduced or were 
totally defeated in parliament, we stand to lose an 
infusion of $2.3 billion federal dollars into Western 
Canada between now and '85-86. That in itself would 
be an utter disaster, but that's only part of the potential 
loss. If the required rail capacity is not in place before 
the movement of other bulk commodities, forest 
products, and general freight pickup, then grain 
movement will again be impeded as it was in 1977-
78-79. 

Every million tonne shortfall on grain movement costs 
farmers roughly $200 million. Our exports in 1980-81 
totalled 24 million tonnes, in '81-82 we reached 27 
million tonnes. In the current crop year, we could see, 
if we're fortunate, an export level of 30 million tonnes. 
The Farm Bureau hates to contemplate a situation 
where a lack of foresight, a lack of rail capacity forced 
us back to an export volume of 24 or 25 million tonnes. 
That is why, on instructions from the Farm Bureau 
executive, I wrote the Prime Minister on March 28, 
1983, and we've attached that letter as well. In effect, 
we said to him the important thing now is to get the 
bill tabled. In the opinion of the bureau, the deal is a 
good one through ' 85-86. Beyond that, we have 
concerns and our recommendations for amendment in 
the proposed legislation include, first, a reduction of 
that 6 percent sharing formula beyond '85-86, we've 
said here in the text, to 3 percent, which was our original 
position or failing that, at least to the minimum of 4.5 
percent that Gilson had in his report. 

Second recommendation: The firm commitment, in 
principle, in the bill - our understanding now is that 
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they're proposing they'll consider this idea in the next 
three years and implement it at the review period. We 
want a firm commitment in principle, in the bill, to a 
safety net. We're suggesting at an 8 percent level on 
grain freight rates as a percentage of the weighted 
farm gate price of the three major grains. A proper 
safety net would, in our opinion, (a) provide some level 
of price protection for grain producers in years when 
grain prices were low and export volumes high relative 
to freight costs, and (b) would reduce the level of 
uncertainty facing grain producers in the long run about 
excessive freight costs under the Crow amendment 
proposals. 

Our third recommendation, M r. Chairman, is an 
amend ment to the proposed bi l l ,  removing the 
legislative action necessary to allow the phasing in of 
payments to producers to proceed as in Gilson's Report. 
We are asking for the support of the Manitoba 
Government in these proposed amendments. 

That concludes my part of the presentation and I 
would turn it over to Mr. Chambers for the second part. 
We would prefer to make the whole presentation and 
then we would entertain questions. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Please proceed, Mr. Chambers. 

MR. A. CHAMBERS: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My 
initial comments reiterate some of  the comments that 
Lorne had made but I would just begin by saying that 
during the Gilson hearings and in subsequent months, 
the Manitoba Farm Bureau representatives actively 
pursued ideas that would achieve compromise on the 
contentious issue of method of payment. Last summer 
we were active in developing the concept of the 
Producer Credit Accounts. I might also mention that 
the Manitoba Hog Board had an idea that would attempt 
to measure the actual grain production from each 
producer and by keeping very detailed records of sales 
of all grains plus livestock, and we actively explored 
that notion, it was interesting that we were exploring 
that notion about the time that the Pools were 
developing their WREF proposal and it floundered on 
the same shoals that it would require quite excessive 
gathering of information to make it work. During the 
Gilson process, we were the first to propose a phase­
in of payments direct to producers. 

Throughout this activity we continued to seek a 
solution that best met the twin objectives of ( 1 )  largely 
protecting incomes of grain producers and (2) to remove 
the major portion of existing price distortions against 
all prairie grain consumers. As Lorne has outlined, the 
various proposals, coming from the people that prefer 
the payment to railroads, are no longer on the table 
and they now have no p roposals for removing 
distortions on feed grains, in particular. 

Since Mr. Pepin's announcement of February 1st, we 
have participated in a Method of Payments Task Force 
to work to protect the financial interests of all Manitoba 
farmers. Our purpose today is to provide the committee 
with an understanding of how the system of payments 
will work and some background on the related policy 
decisions that have been made. 

We'll begin with the mechanics of the direct to farmer 
payments. The intent is to compensate as closely as 
possible those producers who previously had the 
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opportunity to produce and ship grain at the Crow rate 
and who will now be shipping grain at higher per-tonne 
freight rates. 

The calculation of an individual farmer's payment 
would involve four items: multiplying the cultivated 
acres times a local-weighted average yield times the 
local Crow rate times a multiple of Crow. The latter 
figure will be determined by the stage of the phase-in 
of government payments and will vary yearly. 

The sources of the data that will be required to make 
the calculations are: (a) provincial-munici pal  
assessment records and from that we would acquire 
the actual cultivated acres per parcel of land. We have 
done some preliminary work that would indicate that 
the Wheat Board books are not accurate enough for 
our purposes; (b) The Wheat Board permit books; this 
is to provide the local crop rotations for one part of 
the calculations and secondly, for details of land parcels 
that are farmed by each operator so as to determine 
where the payments will go; and (c) Crop Insurance 
Risk Rating, to provide local, long-term yields by soil 
type. The purpose of this is to provide the productivity 
adjustment in the calculation. The definition of cultivated 
acres that we're using is defined by the provincial­
municipal branch in each province, but excluding what 
might be called "permanent pasture" or " range land" 
in Alberta. What we are attempting to do is to include 
that land which does now or could easily shift into 
growing Crow grains. 

I include a sample calculation. I don't have some of 
the exact data but have gone through an example of 
a farmer near Arborg and hope the Min ister of 
Agriculture pays particular attention to this example. 
I'm not sure if this farmer produces turkeys as well on 
his farm. 

This Farmer X has 1 ,000 acres of cultivated land. He 
has 750 acres of soil type F, which on the crop insurance 
rating is medium quality and 250 acres of J land, low 
quality. To calculate how much he would receive in 
compensation in 1983-84, which would be the first year 
of the phase-in of payments, we would first calculate 
a composite yield, which I do on a couple of pages in 
example, but in this case, the average weighted yield 
on soil type F in risk zone which should be 15, not 35 
as in the text, is .51 tonnes per acre. The weighted yield 
on the soil type J, which is poor quality, is .31 tonnes 
per acre. 

The second item that's required is the local 
transportation factor which is just an adjustment on 
the Crow rate. In 1983-84 the government compensation 
to producers will be approximately 1 .5 times local Crow; 
the 1.5 may not be exactly right after all the calculations 
are done, but it will be very close. The local rate at 
Arborg is $3.53 for tonne and you multiply by one­
and-a-half which would provide us with a local factor 
of $5.29 per tonne. 

I would just point out that if you were in Brandon -
I don't have the exact present rate in Brandon but I 
believe it's about $3.80 or so- it would also be multiplied 
by 1 .5 and you would have a compensating adjustment 
up for the Brandon area. Swan River, which is further 
away again, would have a higher per-tonne rate at 
present and it would also be adjusted higher accordingly 
because of distance. 

The third factor, (c) compensation per acre, is a 
calculation of this per-tonne rate above by each soil 
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type, times the yield per acre, the composite yield, $5.25 
times .1 or $2.70 per acre. On soil type J, the calculation 
is again the same rate per tonne times a lower rate 
on a poorer type of soil and comes out to $ 1 .63 per 
acre. The total compensation for this farmer in the first 
year of the phase-in of payments then, would be 750 
acres of soil type F multiplied by $2.70 or $2,025; and 
250 acres of soil type J times a lower rate of $1 .63, 
$407, which comes out to $2,432.00. The intent is that 
this would compensate him for the higher freight rate 
that he would actually pay on grain that he would ship. 

There are a number of remaining questions of 
administrative detail that the committee is working on 
and I would like to go over some of them with the 
committee so that you're aware of some of those 
discussions. The first is in the calculation of the local 
weighted average yields. The original proposal by the 
Western Comodity Coalition included an adjustment 
for regional rotations to adjust for different amounts 
of summer fallow and/or production of higher per acre 
yielding crops such as barley. 

They proposed using seeded acres as reported in 
Wheat Board permits as a source of the rotational data. 
These calculations do indeed achieve the adjustment 
proposed, but we in the Bureau felt they had two main 
disadvantages: 

(a) lt makes the entire calculation more difficult for 
individual farmers; and 

b) lt creates boundaries where comparable farms will 
be treated somewhat differently, depending on which 
side of the boundary you are on. 

The calculations for my example was done for soil 
type F for Arborg, and I would admit that I don't have 
the access at this point to the actual Wheat Board 
rotational data, so I 've did an example here. If wheat 
represented 35 percent of the acres in that area, it 
would be multiplied by the productivity rating that the 
Crop Insurance has put on it of .661 tonnes per acre, 
which comes out to 23. 1  for the sake of a calculation 
here. If, for examble 30 percent of the acres were in 
barley, you multiply by the rating that the Crop Insurance 
puts on barley, which .678. Flax, I used an example of 
5 percent, which is times a lower average yield of .258; 
rape, if we took it as 10  percent, or canola times .34, 
which is the rating provided at Arborg. Then I used an 
example of - in the text it says forage seed, it could 
be forage hay. The discussions there in arriving at an 
average tonnage on that, to make it comparable the 
discussion is involved around using a weighted average 
of the other crops in the area, so I said if there were 
10 percent of that it would be times .563, which is that 
weighted average. If 10 percent were summer fallow, 
it would be put in at zero rating, you get a total, divide 
through by your total acres in the area - in this case 
I had my percentage add up to 100, but in the actual 
case you would have so many thousand acres and divide 
through and for the risk area up there it came out to 
. 507, which I rounded off to .51 tonnes per acre in my 
calculation. 

During the Gilson process and again during the work 
on the method of the Payment Committee, the Farm 
Bureau has argued that simply using a long term yield 
of wheat on stubble as the factor would effectively adjust 
for the differences in summer fallow. We further argued 
that adjustments for historical crop choices, such as 
for barley, were not necessary. 
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We understand that the initial draft of the legislation 
will be written as first proposed by the Commodity 
Coalit ion. If sample calculations done by Can­
Agriculture staff are done when the data is all in place, 
indicate that our proposal will work, that proportion of 
the calculation written into the legislation adjusting for 
rotation will be given zero weight. That decision won't 
be made until those calculations are done by the staff. 

The second area of discussion has been splitting the 
payments by provincial boundary initially. Dr. Gilson 
recommended an initial splitting the payment by the 
provinces, mainly due to the lack of uniformity between 
Crop Insurance data between provinces. During the 
work of our task force, a method to overcome these 
difficulties has been devised. This removes a number 
of potential problems and will simplify the administration 
of the payments. At this point we're proceeding without 
the initial provincial split. 

An area that has had a lot of discussion at our 
committee is what to do with the changes in the land 
base over time. Some land will be lost to urbanization. 
A more serious problem is new land that will be brought 
into cultivation. This is a particular concern in Alberta 
and people in the Peace River district 

On one hand,  the committee did not want to 
encourage the cultivation of marginal land by operators 
just in order to collect the payments. We could partially 
control that by not making the payments available to 
the lowest land categories. Secondly, the use of 
municipal assessment data to determine the number 
of cultivated acres should make this aspect largely self­
policing. I should just enlarge on that perhaps. What 
is visualized as a method of changing things over time 
would be, in terms of the cultivated acres, that the 
individual would have to go to the Municipal Assessment 
Branch to point out that he had more cultivated acres 
than previously. You can visualize what would happen 
to his property taxes when the Assessment Branch 
made that change, so we felt that on the lower quality 
land this probably would be self-policing. 

At any rate, that final decision on this has essentially 
been deferred. The decision at this point is to freeze 
the land base until the review period in '85-86. At that 
point with data as to the magnitude of the changes 
that take place between now and then, this subject will 
receive further consideration as part of that major 
review in '85-86 and some decisions will have to be 
made then. 

Fourthly, the question of timing of payments. Farm 
groups have talked about one payment at the front. 
In fact, it appears that payments will be made in two 
or three payments during the year to fit in with the 
Federal Government's Cash Management Program. A 
recent clarification that we had is that in cases where 
volumes shipped were less than 3 1 . 1  million tonnes, 
the money not going to the railroads would be paid to 
producers in an additional payment after the crop year . 
The regular payments will probably be made in the 
September and April period. 

On administrative considerations, the administration 
of the payments are to be handled by the Western 
Grain Stabilization Office located in Winnipeg. This office 
has had experience with and access to the data 
required. 

lt has been estimated that extra staff, travel costs 
and mailing costs for the first two years to set up the 
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procedure could be $400,000.00. This would be reduced 
by at least 25 percent after the initial start-up period. 
There would also be one time start up costs of $200,000 
for computer systems, programming costs and the 
purchase of office equipment. 

Additional issues relating to the method of payment 
and the first one I want to discuss is definition of Crow 
benefit versus Crow Gap. We would define the Crow 
Gap as the shortfall of railway revenues for hauling 
grain. Dr. Gilson and the govennment have set this at 
651 .6  for the '81-82 period. The government in their 
material has been deferring to that figure as a Crow 
benefit. Throughout Gilson, we refer to the Crow benefit 
as that larger number which is the grain producer 
income benefit of the Crow, which include the higher 
prices on grain grown and sold within the prairie region 
in those years without the burdens and services so that 
it's the larger figure than just the railroad shortfall. 

During the Gilson process, the Manitoba Farm Bureau 
tabled calculations of this additional Crow benefit on 
locally consumed feed grains, plus the funds that would 
be required to place all other crops under the rate. On 
one side, we were attempting to estimate the additional 
costs of that original Western Agricultural Conference 
policy position that Lorne described. Another way to 
define this same figure would be the amount of subsidies 
that will go to those acres producing non-Crow crops 
if all payments were made direct to producers. We 
estimated this figure to be 167 million per year and 
the calculations arriving at that are in Appendix D. 

The government has accepted this argument and 
has agreed to compensate for this slippage during the 
phase-in period by additional payments of 204 million 
for the crop years '83-84 to '85-86. An additional 56 
million will be committed if the phase-in is continued 
through to '88-89. 

A concern has been expressed that those grain 
producers, who are now export grain shippers, will have 
a portion of their Crow benefit "diluted" by that portion 
of producer payments going to producers whose land 
is producing non-Crow grains. This concern has enough 
validity to warrant a more detailed examination. The 
actual amount of this dilution will not be known until 
all the data is gathered and the calculations done for 
direct payments. However, we offer the following to 
provide a better understanding of the issue: 

( 1 )  The purpose of the Agricultural Adjustment Fund 
is to eliminate this concern in the years '83-84 to '85-
86. Note that in these years payments to farmers will 
exceed increased freight costs by 204 million. Now, 
that's at '8 1 -82 costs and volume to the extent that 
farmers pay the inflation sharing and extra volume, that 
excess will be diminished. 

(2) In Manitoba, at least, we have very few producers 
who only grow Crow crops and ship all of them to 
market by rail cars. Almost everyone either grows some 
special crops, grows some forage, grows seed, feeds 
grain to livestock or sells grain to other feeders. On 
the other side, almost all the so-called special crop 
producers seed a significant portion of their farms to 
Crow grains because of rotational requirements. 
Therefore, most of the dilution or slippage that we've 
been talking about will be within farm boundaries and 
not from one farm to another. 

(3) Permanent pasture or range l and is to be 
considered uncultivated land and set in the payment 
base and will not be included for payment. 
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(4) If the Crow benefit payments were to exclude 
certain crops over time, more land wi l l  shift into 
production that will receive the Crow benefit with 
resulting dilution of those benefits anyway. The phase­
in with the Agricultural Adjustment Fund gives all 
producers time to adjust to minimize the effect of 
slippage. 

Gentlemen, the above has not been an exhaustive 
discussion of all the technical details dealt with by the 
Task Force. lt has been a brief discussion of some of 
the main issues. We are prepared to respond to 
questions of elaboration on these or other issues. 

Payments of a portion of the Crow benefit to farmers 
does indeed have administrative problems. However, 
we in the Farm Bureau remain convinced that these 
can be overcome without major problems. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Sheldon Fulton. 

MR. S. FULTON: Thank you. In the Farm Bureau's 
consideration of the Pepin formula as it came out, there 
was some concerns that Lorne has raised with respect 
to what happens beyond 1985-86. The concept is to 
look at a potential of a safety net that producers can 
have confidence in, that should prices fall or volumes 
increase without corresponding increases in prices or 
inflation move it up, that they'll have some protection 
that the freight rate won't rise to an exorbitant level. 

In that discussion, we put together a proposal, which 
is being presented for consideration of this particular 
group, which we think addresses those major concerns. 
I 'd like to present that particular proposal and then I 
can clarify with some numbers or examples, if necessary, 
how in fact it works. I think it's a fairly important 
proposal, because it does address most of the major 
concerns. In looking at the list of concerns in the 
rationale for this committee, to address at least five 
of the concerns, five of your nine concerns that you've 
enumerated. 

Rationalization of an acceptable grain transportation 
network and stimulus to a waning secondary agriculture 
industry in Western Canada are laudable objectives. 
However, as with most social and economic initiatives, 
the proposals are not without limitation. The Pepin 
formula, as set out in February, is a fair synthesis of 
the dual objectives of moving grain to export more 
efficiently without continued detriment to the livestock 
in agricultural processing sectors on the prairies. lt 
achieves this balance of objectives during the current 
decade, but raises some m ajor concerns and 
uncertainty about the future. 

Concerns with respect to the 3 1 .  1 million tonne cap 
and its implications for future prairie grain production 
to the 6 percent contribution to inflation in rail costs 
to be assumed by producers, and to the relationship 
of the producer's freight bill to his grain prices, are 
with legitimate cause. lt is necessary to consider the 
implications of the Western Transportation Initiative both 
from its perceived impact on producers as its various 
mechanisms come into effect, as well as from its real 
transfer of rail costs from the railways and federal 
Treasury to the producer. 

lt would appear that there exists a considerable 
consensus to avoid a d ramatic i ncrease in the 
producer's grain freight rate through various cost 
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deferral mechanisms, including the four-year phase-in 
for railway contributions on volume-related costs to 
progressive shift of government payments from railway 
to producer and the agricultural adjustment payments 
over the next three crop years. 

I ndeed,  in the release of the WTI i n  February, 
government indicated that one of the primary objectives 
of the major review proposed for '85-86 is to examine 
whether there should be a change in the producer's 
share of increased cost in the '86-87 crop year and 
beyond, bearing in mind trends and producer incomes 
prevailing and anticipated grain prices, etc. 

As a result of the uncertainty and concerns within 
the formula, and given that a consensus may exist for 
long-term protection for the producer against an 
excessive freight cost relative to grain income, it should 
be constructive to consider a measure that will provide 
a ceiling to producer transport costs in any crop year 
relative to grain prices in that year. Provided such a 
measure would not affect the government's current 
commitment of $3.7 billion over the four crop years 
' 82-83 to ' 85-86, except u nder highly u nusual 
circumstances, it may be expedient to incorporate this 
safety net in the current proposed legislation. This 
should lead to an alleviation of the uncertainty facing 
many producers concerning the potential magnitude 
of rail costs relative to grain income. Such a measure 
encompassing net producer rail costs as a maximum 
percentage of farm prices is proposed for consideration. 

The major objectives of the safety net to increasing 
freight costs is to ensure that the producer maintains 
an ability to pay relative to his historic contribution to 
freight costs. The following formula includes 
consideration of this historic relationship and provides 
for an assurance that whatever future volumes, inflation, 
or grain prices may be, the net freight cost will be 
below an acceptable maximum. 

The calculation is first to determine a net producer 
cost per tonne, which would be equal to the total rail 
cost which i ncludes al l  volume-related costs, all 
contributions to railway, and all line-related costs, netted 
by the total amount of government payments, which 
includes all payments to the railways, direct to the 
producers and the federal share of any cost increases 
as well as the agriculture adjustment payment That 
would be divided by the total tonnage moved by rail 
under statutory rates. That will result in a net producer 
cost of moving grain by rail per tonne. 

That number is then divided by a weighted average 
farm gate price per tonne which is to take the tonnage 
of all the statutory grains times their respective farm 
gate prices which are calculated by Stats Canada on 
an annual basis. That would then be divided by the 
total tonnage. That resulting ratio, which is the net 
producer cost per tonne, divided by his average farm 
gate basket price, should be less than 8 percent So 
if the ratio exceeds 8 percent, the Federal Government 
would pick up all of the difference in excess of that 8 
percent number. 

The major effect of this measure would be to provide 
producers in general, the certainty that their rail cost 
in any given year would not exceed 8 percent of their 
average farm gate prices for grain moved by rail. All 
calculations could be made from readily available 
information and thus it would facilitate implementation. 
The payments in excess of 8 percent, if required, would 
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have to be made in such a manner so as not to affect 
the calculation of the subsequent crop year. 
Determination could not take place until after the end 
of the crop year when all the information is available. 
Payments could be made in one of a combination of 
several means including: Reduction in the subsequent 
year's calculated freight rate through increase in direct 
payment to the railways; a direct payment to shippers 
of grain on the basis of the grain shipped, i.e. included 
in the Wheat Board final payment; and increase the 
payments direct to producers via the acreage payment. 

The 8 percent maximum is based on a historic 
relationship between producer contributions to rail costs 
and farm gate prices. Calculations by the Canada Grains 
Council on the freight rate from Scott, Saskatchewan 
and a weighted basket price of wheat, oats and barley 
indicate an average share of 7.4 percent from 1925-
26 to 1981-82. This ratio varies from a high of 41.4 
percent in 1932-33 to a low of 2.7 percent in 1980-81 .  
Neither o f  those are a reflective measure o f  a reasonable 
contribution of freight costs by producer; one is 
excessively high and the other is probably too low. 

If one considers the 22 years, from the end of the 
Second World War, through to the introduction of The 
National Transportation Act and the corresponding 
introduction of branch line subsidies in 1967, as a period 
when the statutory freight rate, paid by producers was 
a fair proxy for total transportation costs, the ratio of 
the average freight cost of $4.88 per tonne to a price 
basket, including flax and rapeseed, of approximately 
$53 a tonne, is about 9.2 percent. 

The proposed formula, taking into consideration that 
after the phase-in period, the producer would be 
prepared to pay up to 87 percent of this historic level 
- that's 87 percent of that 9.2 - the ongoing Crow benefit 
representing the difference. 

In the past decade, the average farm gate price has 
increased and as such the statutory rate, as a ratio, 
has declined. The following table sets out the average 
basket value, the maximum under the proposed ceiling. 
In the last 10 years, the average farm gate price of all 
grain shipped by rail is $137 a tonne. The 8 percent 
ceiling would have seen that the maximum that the 
producer would have paid in that decade would have 
been $ 10.96 per tonne; what was actually paid was 
$4.88 and so on; for the last 5 years at $ 1 55 per tonne 
and a maximum of $1 2.40, and in '81-82, the estimate 
of $175 per tonne as being the basket would suggest 
that the producer would be prepared to pay up to $14 
per tonne. lt doesn't suggest that that's what he would 
pay but that would be the maximum that would be 
payable under this particular formula. 

If the ceiling formula were in place then, an average 
rail freight cost of $14  in 1981-82 would have been the 
maximum paid by the producer. What's the impact on 
the Western Transportation Initiatives? 

The following table sets out some calculations for 
this maximum, using the figures presented by Transport 
Canada i n  conjunction with the release of the 
information in February of this year. Since '81-82 costs 
to producers were unchanged from the statutory rate 
of $4.89, it begins with '83-84 and employs all of the 
factors for cost increases, tonnage and rail costs from 
the Western Transportation Initiative information and 
for their crop year calculations, so it looks at a 
progression from 32.1 million tonnes up to 40.8. The 
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net result - we'll go down to the last two lines and I 
won't go through all the numbers - but the per-tonne 
calculation for '83-84 is $3.68 per tonne. That's the 
net producer cost in '83-84, which suggests that the 
minimum farm gate basket price would be $46 before 
it would be triggered. Now we're currently sitting around 
$ 1 70 a ton so obviously it's not going to come into 
effect in '83-84. 

The '84-85 figure of $5. 1 5  per tonne suggests a 
maximum or a minimum farm gate basket of $6.89; in 
'85-86 it's $86.00. We get to '86-87, the $ 1 1 .18 net cost 
to the producer suggests $140 minimum gate before 
it would be triggered and that's within the realm of 
possibility, but unlikely, and it's not until we probably 
get into the 1990s that we'd actually have a concern, 
that if farm gate prices are low, if volumes are high, 
if inflation rates are faster than what are projected, 
then the cost to the producer will be higher than what 
his 8 percent figure is. What happens is that the 
assurance of the particular formula is that he would 
not pay anymore than 8 percent of whatever that 
number is. 

In keeping with Tuesday night's activities, we've made 
some changes and you'll have that extra slip that we 
put into the document. Actually it didn't get photocopied 
- we didn't add $200 million to it, it just inadvertently 
didn't get put into the papers. 

As is apparent from these calculations, it is unlikely 
that the 8 percent ceiling would be of consequence 
beyond 1985-86. However, with tonnage increasing 
beyond the 3 1 . 1  million cap, and the producer bearing 
an increasing share of inflation by the early 1990s, the 
burden of freight costs could become onerous unless 
grain prices keep pace. 

A 3 1  percent increase from 31 million tonnes of grain 
in '81-82 to 40.8 million in 1991-92, coupled with over 
a $ 1  billion increase in rail costs from the '81-82 
requirement of $803 million to $1 .83 billion in 1991-
92, $636 million of  which is  attributable to inflation, 
would require grain prices to increase by over 80 
percent from the 1975 tonnage range in 1981-82. 

Now the assurance of this proposed formula is that 
should prices not increase by that magnitude, then the 
producer would have the protection of the ceiling. 

lt was the view of the Manitoba Farm Bureau that 
such an assurance must be forthcoming as part of the 
total initiative package. There is a series of computer 
outputs that follow, where we've done various other 
calculations and I won't go into it but we looked at 
what happens if we vary the inflation rate, what happens 
if we vary the tonnages, to see what the impact is and 
what the effect of timing is. Just in summary, what it 
really says is that if there is increases in inflation or in 
tonnages which exceed increases in grain prices, then 
the amount that the producer is going to pay would 
increase. What this does is that it assures the producer, 
it provides a certainty that he would pay no more than 
8 percent of whatever his farm gate basket is. 

Now if we have any questions on this particular area 
I 'm certainly prepared to go ahead and diagram how 
it all works and what the mechanics of it are, where 
the implications are. 

Thank you. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you M r. Fulton. Are there any 
questions from members of the committee or members 
on the Farm Bureau presentation? No questions? 
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M r. Uskiw. 

HON. S. USKIW: My question is to any of the three 
gentlemen. The premise on which your position is based 
is the theory that, as I understand it, you may correct 
me if I 'm wrong, the theory that by altering freight rates 
that we will have a much greater opportunity for 
diversified agriculture in Western Canada. lt sounds 
good if it were to happen. My question is, if that were 
so, if we were to realize that objective pursuant to the 
changes that are being proposed, where would we 
market that increase production of other commodities? 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Parker. 

MR. L. PARKER: The first objective, Mr. Uskiw, is to 
remove the d istortions and remove some of the 
deterioration that we've seen in the livestock industry 
and in Western Canada. If you look though at what 
has been happening to freight rates in regard to 
livestock products, it is obvious now that the cost of 
moving red meat from Calgary to the Pacific northwest 
coast is now considerably less than moving that same 
product to Montreal. There are opportunities there that 
perhaps have not been capitalized on to this point in 
time. 

What we should point out is that it is only in the last 
eight to ten years that the distortions have started to 
impact severely, and if inflation continues of course 
those distortions will rapidly escalate in the future. If 
we're wrong, if there aren't the extra markets for red 
meats and processed products, remember that money, 
to the extent that it's in the farmers pocket, leaves him 
perfectly free to use it in any way he wishes. If he 
decides to continue to grow those grains that are under 
the statute rate he would do so. He would use part of 
that money to offset the extra cost of transport. If he 
decides to process that grain, either through hogs or 
cattle or to the local crushing plants, the same thing 
of course is true. That's what we mean in trying to get 
back as near as possible to resource neutrality. 

HON. S. USKIW: I don't believe anyone is arguing -
I shouldn't say anyone, that's a pretty broad statement 
- but certainly the Government of Manitoba and indeed 
the official opposition in Manitoba is not making the 
argument that the railways ought not to get fair revenue 
for moving commodities. We recognized a need there. 

The problem that we have with the present package 
is that it's premised on assumptions that are supposed 
to enhance Western Canadian agricultural 
diversification. Those assumptions were based on the 
theory that we would, in fact, be invading Eastern 
Canadian markets with new production in Western 
Canada. Because that was so over sold, the 
Government of Canada was faced into a position on 
having to buy expensive ads in Eastern Canada, which 
in effect are convincing Eastern Canadians that in no 
way are Eastern Canadians going to give up a market 
to Western Canadian beef, or poultry production, or 
even oil production. There will be guarantees to Eastern 
Canadians that they will not be dislodged from their 
traditional market area. 

So when we raised that question with the Minister 
of Transport for Canada, he said, yes, we really didn't 
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want to sell the idea that the West is going to win at 
the expense of the East, but to the extent that you 
produce more commodities other than grain in Western 
Canada, you will have to look offshore for disposal of 
that extra production. That was a very candid answer 
and I appreciate it in that form. So, therefore, your 
whole submission here in stressing the opportunity and 
the need to m ake these changes to meet those 
opportunities fall somewhat flat on my ears, gentlemen, 
because I don't see much there. There may be, but 
it's a long road to hoe, and it's a development of foreign 
markets which are all protected. If they aren't sufficiently 
protected, there is no doubt they may be more 
protected than they are. We have no control of that. 

So setting aside the one assumption and that is that 
we must have better capability of our railway system 
to deliver grain, we accept that. We may not agree with 
how to do that, but we accept that as a need. I have 
difficulty accepting the fact that there are these huge 
spin-off benefits that necessitate the acreage payment 
system . . .  

MR. CHAIRMAN: Question, please. 

HON. S. USKIW: . . . that raises me to the question, 
why would we want to impose on Western Canadians 
such a cumbersome mechanism in order to upgrade 
a railway system, mainly the mechanism of mailing out 
1 50,000 cheques? Well, in fact, it would be more than 
that because your suggestion is that we do it three or 
four times a year as opposed to the Government of 
Canada mailing two cheques, one to CP and one to 
CNR, in order to meet that shortfall. 

MR. L. PARKER: I think I will respond in this way. Over 
the past four or five years, there have been massive 
increases in pork production in the Province of Quebec. 
During part of that time period, we were in a deficit 
position in Western Canada in pork. The Quebec pork 
did not come this way because the freight rates don't 
allow it. lt made more sense for the Quebec people to 
ship that pork into the Eastern United States where 
they had a freight advantage and to Japan where they 
had a freight advantage, believe it or not, or Alberta 
pork to Japan. 

They argued within the Quebec Farm Organization 
at the CFA level that because they were increasing pork 
production, were on a North American market, it 
wouldn't have a major impact on prices. We agreed. 
Now, there is no way that the people in Quebec can 
now turn around and say if we do produce some more 
pork or red meat in Western Canada, then all of a 
sudden the bottom is going to fall out of the market. 
We're not likely to move pork. Our board is not moving 
much pork to Eastern Canada, as you well know. If I 
look at their Annual Report here this year, their exports 
to the U.S. last year went up 44 percent. Why did they 
go there? We're just saying that we want equal 
opportunity for our special crops and our livestock and 
poultry people, if there is a buck in it, if the most 
remunerative thing, they should have that opportunity. 

If we're wrong, and I don't think we are, they will 
still have those bucks that are going into their pocket 
to subsidize or offset their increased freight costs on 
their export grains, but it will be their decision. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Uskiw, further questions? 
Mr. Blake. 

MR. D. BLAKE: Mr. Chairman, I think I will address it 
to Mr. Chambers. In Page 2 of your brief, in calculating 
the individual farmer's payments, under your source 
of data you mentioned municipal records to provide 
the number of cultivated acres per parcel of land. Has 
an official request been made to the Provincial Municipal 
Affairs Branch for this information to your knowledge? 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Chambers. 

MR. A. CHAMBERS: Maybe some of the government 
side can answer. lt is my understanding that it has 
been. I would indicate that it is in the Municipal 
Assessment record area that we will have the most 
difficulty with the data. Saskatchewan is pretty well 
completely computerized whereas we, in Manitoba, are 
only partially and Alberta is less so. lt is in this area 
that there will be the highest amount of manual labour, 
etc., to get the data together. But the answer to the 
specifics of your question, I think the answer is yes. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Further questions? 
Mr. Uruski. 

HON. B. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, in your brief on 
producer payment methods, do I understand the 
formula that you put forward is the formula that will 
be within the legislation being put forward? 
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MR. A. CHAMBERS: Yes, that's my understanding. I, 
of course, haven't seen the legislation but that's what 
their last recommendation was. 

HON. B. URUSKI: So that you would have had a very 
major role played in the development of that formula, 
am I correct? 

MR. A. CHAMBERS: Yes. 

HON. B. URUSKI: Can you tell me, do you foresee a 
fairly large impact on what is traditionally known in the 
cow-calf producing areas of this province which, if I 
understand your brief correctly, would be totally or 
nearly totally excluded from receiving any benefits that 
originally were touted as being the benefits to the 
livestock sector? 

MR. A. CHAMBERS: Earlier on I indicated that the 
purpose was to try to make the payment to those acres 
that are capable of producing Crow grains. In much 
of the so-called ranching area that is not the case. 
There also would be some provisions on requirement 
that the land would have to been in a permit book at 
one point, a number of years in the last five. Those 
ranchers per se will be largely excluded from the direct 
payments. 

There will be an indirect benefit to the cow-calf sector 
in that the changes that we anticipate will reflect in a 
lower feed grain price than would otherwise be the 
case as under the present situation. That lower price, 
of course, is to be compensated for through the direct 
payment to the producers of that feed grain. 
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To the extent that Manitoba and prairie feeders bid 
for calves and are a factor in the price of those calves, 
the cow-calf sector on the prairies will receive some 
benefit. lt's very difficult to put a number as to who 
sets the price; the eastern buyers or the prairie buyers. 
Certainly it will make the prairie buyers more aggressive 
in the market and will have some filter-down effect, 
very hard to define on the price of calves. 

HON. B. URUSKI: Given the reduction and quite 
substantial reduction in the consumption of red meats 
in Canada and I would think probably over North 
America, what areas can you tell me - I know the 
Minister of Transport has now said that the benefits 
of increased livestock production may be a loser - can 
the bureau tell us where they see that kind of expansion 
occurring and how do they believe that expansion in 
the livestock industry will occur as a result of these 
changes and where? 

MR. A. CHAMBERS: I 'd like to respond to that if I 
could, Mr. Chairman, and the previous question as well. 

There has been some carelessness in the terms of 
expansion versus stopping of decline, in fact. A good 
portion of what the benefit we see is to go back to 
what we would call a neutral situation which is to stop 
the deterioration in the economics of feeding hogs and 
livestock on the prairies. lt's interesting, Mr. Minister, 
that I participated on another committee on agriculture 
policy in this province last year which attempted to do 
the same thing, to solve some of the problems of the 
economics in the beef industry, to not particularly 
expand the industry but to stop it from disappearing. 
There's a good portion of what is in this package that's 
in the same direction, to at least maintain what we 
have. 

If the market expands, the red meat consumption 
goes up again, and if the economics becomes better 
on the prairies than elsewhere then our industry will 
expand. But at least we will be on an equal competitive 
basis with or without the transportation subsidy in 
whatever form it is. We simply want to apply it in a 
neutral manner so as to not further damage the users 
of grains on the prairies. 

HON. B. URUSKI: Do I get the theory, the assumptions 
of the brief, are that we will have an expansion, or at 
least a maintenance of the livestock industry at the 
expense of the grain farm? 

MR. A. CHAMBERS: No, that's certainly not the case. 
Of course, we worked very hard at finding a way that 
would resolve these two issues, try to maintain the 
grain farmers' incomes and at the same time not pose 
an additional cost on feed grain users, whether they 
be rapeseed crushers or whatever. No, you didn't hear 
me correctly, Mr. Minister. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Further questions. 
Mr. Manness. 

MR. C. MANNESS: First of all, gentlemen I tell you I 
support the attempt to remove distortions because I 
believe the Crow rate has hurt western livestock industry 
over the years, and the attempt to bring in some type 
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of neutrality. I suppose one of the answers to my concern 
which I share with the Minister, that indeed there's no 
guarantee that livestock expansion will occur, is that 
if it does not, well then of course those producers will 
grow grain and they have the same right to share in 
any Crow benefit as indeed I do as a pure grain farmer. 

However, I ask you, have all possible methods of 
removing a distortion been exhausted? My concern is 
that what we have here is a very complicated formula, 
one which in the long run may in some degrees pit 
farmer against farmer because they might not even 
understand, first of all the formula, and secondly the 
assumptions used are the basic elements of data basis 
used. Again have al l  possi ble alternatives been 
exhausted to remove again distortion and to provide 
neutrality? 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Parker. 

MR. L. PARKER: If we knew of other alternatives 
would have hoped that they would have surfaced 
between January 1980 and the start of Gilson, or during 
the Gilson exercise, and the fact is they didn't. The 
Pools as I indicated did float an idea last August, almost 
a year ago now, but it got nowhere. For those of you 
who are not familiar with that Pool proposal I think we 
should talk about it a wee bit. 

They were opposed to a payment to producers. They 
were proposing that method, but when it came down 
to a crunch they turned around and proposed that a 
direct payment be made to feed users. So they still 
hadn't got around to payment to farmers. On top of 
that of course, as you know they were proposing to 
fund that idea; one-third from the Federal Government; 
one-third from the provinces; one-third in the form of 
a levy or an increased rate to be charged to grain 
shippers. That was a Johnny-come-lately, but it died. 
Since that time, so far we know there's been no other 
ways or ideas put forward as to how to remove those 
distortions. 

MR. A. CHAMBERS: Can I just make one additional 
comment? 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Chambers. 

MR. A. CHAMBERS: We've agreed many times that 
the calculation is not as easy as it would be nice to 
have it. All the other ideas that we've tried out are at 
least as cumbersome, in addition have the difficulty of 
problems gathering the data. The main advantage of 
this particular proposal is that the data is in place and 
can be accessed. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Parker. 

MR. L. PARKER: One other short addition to that. 
Subsequent to the Gilson exercise, as you will recall ,  
he recommended that four task forces get to work right 
away. Three did, I was on one of them, we also had 
a rate task force and we had a Legislative task force. 
There was supposed to be a method-of-payment task 
force, however, mainly because the three Pools said 
no, we won't accept that idea, that task force was not 
struck. The Federal Government refused to strike the 

I 
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task force until they had made a decision as to whether 
they were going to go with the basic package. As soon 
as they made that decision and announced in on 
February 2nd the task force was struck, as I recall, 
Allan, the next day. We became involved immediately 
at that time. We had done a bit of work prior to that 
in preparation in case, but the task force per se didn't 
get going until February 3rd. 

From our perspective some of this work should have 
been done way back last May and June. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Manness. 

MR. C. MANNESS: The safety net concept is one that 
I can support. I suppose I'm curious as to how the 8 
percent figure was chosen and I know Mr. Fulton gave 
us some of the rationale but I'd like to reaffirm that in 
my own mind. Are you saying that, indeed, up till the 
inflation years in the early '70s that, indeed, farmers 
as a share of the revenue received were paying some 
roug hly 8 percent of their total revenue towards 
transportation up to the inflation years known as the 
early '70s. 

MR. S. FULTON: 9.2 percent is what they were paying 
and you're probably wondering why you go from 9.2 
to 8 but from the end of the World War 11 to roughly 
mid-'60s when the necessity for branch line subsidies 
came in because of the losses that were been incurred 
in moving grain by the railways, the average freight 
rate or total freight cost paid by producers as a 
percentage of their weighted average farm gate prices, 
was about 9.2 percent. That period of time is a relatively 
good proxy when there was no profit in rail costs or 
at least diminished over that 25-year period such that 
they were in a loss siutation so it's a fairly good proxy 
of what real rail cost is and what it should be in a long 
term as a relationship to farm gate prices. 

If we accept that the Federal Government has said 
that they will maintain a long-term Crow benefit, a 
payment, what we're suggesting then is that in the long 
term that Crow benefit should be no less than each 
individual year 1 .2 percent of whatever that is and in 
the years when it's more than 1 .2  they pick up all the 
rest of the difference, the 1 .2 being the difference 
between 9.2 as the average if that happened to be 
average and 8 which is what we're saying should be 
the maximum that a producer should pay in any given 
year. There's nothing sacrosanct about the 8 other than 
one needs a number as being that particular maximum. 

MR. C. MANNESS: Mr. Chairman, a couple of short 
specific questions to the formula. Is there any thought 
being given to changing the historical boundaries, in 
other words, the Crow rate boundaries that have been 
in existence for some 50 years. Does anybody have 
an idea as to whether those boundaries are to change? 

MR. S. FULTON: There has been a change in 
redefinition of some of the boundaries where there were 
some inequities as a result of distances. The freight 
rate didn't really correspond to distance and those have 
been redefined and new rates will be incorporating 
those changes. In '85-86 in the review there's going 
to be a major review of some of the other factors that 
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go into that rate setting but right now it's been a 
rationalization so that the distances and the rates are 
reasonable. 

MR. L. PARKER: You know, of course, that's been 
done within the rates task force. Just a word of warning 
in that area and I'm sure the committee is aware of 
it. We want so far as possible, distance-related rates 
but neither do we want to get caught in the position 
vis-a-vis Prince Rupert where if we went totally on the 
basis of distance relationship we wouldn't be building 
a new terminal in Prince Rupert. So, yes distance­
related, with caution. 

MR. C. MANNESS: Gentlemen, I 'm wondering if you 
can tell me what type of response you've had from the 
crop insurance agencies? lt seems to me that they're 
going to become even more high profile than, indeed, 
they are because there's going to be a large payment 
coming to each and every one of us as farmers on a 
yearly basis and, of course, the base of that is going 
to be some historical and crop insurance data and it's 
going to be highly visible and focal because it's going 
to be the base for an awful lot of payment. 

The first question, how confident are we that the 
historical base of crop insurance within the provinces 
is as it should be, and secondly what type of pressures 
will come upon crop insurance agencies to ensure that 
it is? 

MR. S. FULTON: The part with respect to the data. 
The data that the crop insurance agencies has is very 
acceptable data in terms of being u sable for 
determination of the calculations. Certainly there will 
be some appeals to a yield factor that may be on a 
quarter section that hasn't been insured in the recent 
past as to whether or not that's a fair rating for that 
particular quarter section but we don't perceive it to 
be an undue demand in terms of that particular activity. 

I 'd just like to go back, if I might, Mr. Chairman, to 
an earlier question that you'd raised which I think leads 
to some confusion where you're suggesting that the 
payment to producers is, in fact, a complicated formula 
and I'm going to try to explain in such a way to see 
whether or not, in fact, you do understand it because 
it is really quite simple. lt gets complicated by a lot of 
other attachments that get put to it. 

There's three basic principles in mind. You take the 
number of acres of cultivated land that can grow grain 
in a quarter section; you take the yield factor for that 
quarter section based on its historic productivity; you 
take the distance that that quarter section is away from 
the port that the grain is exported to. You use those 
three factors to determine what the payment is going 
to be for that quarter section and that's what the 
producer gets. That's as simple as the formula is, there 
is nothing more complex than that. Total cultivated 
acres, a yield factor and the distance from port and 
you can determine what it is that you want to determine 
in terms of the payment. 

MR. C. MANNESS: Well, Mr. Fulton, I 'm not going to 
enter into debate now but I can tell you that there are 
mi lk producers who have simi lar understandable 
formulas but yet only 3 percent of them understand 
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how the price of their milk is arrived at and I can tell 
you there are crop insurance users that don't really 
understand the basis on which payments come out to 
them either. 

My final question is, what does one say that supports 
Crow change, and I can tell you that I 'm one of them, 
what do you say to individuals who are not large 
producers in the sense that they do not use high levels 
of ferti l izer, d o  not use the l atest m anagement 
techniques and therefore their productivity per acre is 
much less than modern high-intensive input farmers. 
What do you say to them when, indeed, a 1 2  bushel 
wheat quota will remove all their production whereas 
in Manitoba over average we might require a 20 bushel 
plus. What is the benefit to them of paying more? 

MR. S. FULTON: In fact under payments to the 
producers the benefit is to them, the disbenefit, if you 
will, is to the highly intensive farm managed activities 
because the crop insured productivity factor doesn't 
take into consideration management. lt takes into 
consideration only the productivity capability of the soil 
itself and historic yields in an area. lt is not the historic 
yield of that quarter-section, but of all quarter-sections 
in that area of the same soil type. So that farmer that 
does not have high volumes of production gets the 
same payment as that one that has had high volumes 
of production. His payment's based on acres, not on 
tonnes and as such, he gets a higher return per tonne 
than the one that produces more. So the converse is 
true. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Chambers. 

MR. A. CHAMBERS: Just to add to that. The fact that 
you've identified in a reverse way the major weakness 
of the proposal as I see it, is that it does not adjust 
for superior management or superior luck or whatever, 
higher yields. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Orchard. 

MR. D. ORCHARD: Mr. Parker, you mentioned on Page 
4 of your brief that the Farm Bureau was instrumental 
in getting canola and flaxseed oil and meal included 
for a couple of reasons. But on the basis of the Federal 
guideline No. 5, would you think there is any success 
of getting sunflower oil and meal included in the 
package, as has recently been drawn to probably 
everyone's attention, that its exclusion may cause some 
serious problems to that industry in Manitoba? 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Parker. 

MR. L. PARKER: Yes. As someone who grows about 
300 acres of sunflowers a year, I know what you're 
asking. That's what I meant, I guess, by the phrase 
that it is dangerous to tinker with the Gilson package. 

You must remember that the idea of a phase-in of 
payment to producers, that your livestock sector takes 
it on the chin while that phase-in takes place. In other 
words, they don't get a fair degree of equity until that 
progression is complete. 

The sunflower guys and the fellows that are growing 
peas and all of the other special crops that are not 
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currently under the rate are also going to have to suffer 
while that phase-in takes place. They are in no different 
a position than the hog guy, the beef guy, or the poultry 
people in that respect. That is why, of course, we put 
forward an argument for the Agricultural Adjustment 
Fund, and that's where that extra money came and 
will be paid out in the first two and three years. 

Yes, the sunflower people have a point but if their 
commodity was brought under, what about all of the 
others that will suffer during that time? That is why 
we've come down and said, the crushers had a point. 
Maybe we were foolish to weaken to the crushers' 
argument. Maybe they should have waited for relief for 
eight years too. But their case was so strong they 
convinced us that if they had to wait that long, they 
were all going to be bankrupt. 

Now the one crusher that gets caught is CSP Altona, 
and given. I accept that and I know what they're saying. 
But I patronize that plant too and I grow sunflowers, 
as I've said. But that's the danger. If we start ad hocking 
Gilson's suggestions and putting this in and this in and 
this in, where do we stop? 

MR. D. ORCHARD: Right. I recognize the problem in 
what you're saying. I take it then that the Farm Bureau 
would not be supporting any effort to bring sunflowers 
under the proposal then. 

MR. L. PARKER: You'll recall in the brief that we said 
in response to the Western Agricultural Conference that 
if we found out the feed grain pricing proposal in the 
WAC stood the test - which it didn't in Gilson eventually 
- but if it had stood up we would have insisted that 
all special crops, products and whatnot be brought 
under the rate structure, but that's as far as we went. 
That didn't size up, and now we are saying that the 
best alternative for Manitoba farmers is the phase-in 
itself. 

Let me just add one more thing to that. I don't have 
the 1982 figures, and most of you around the committee 
are as familiar or more so than I am, but in 1981,  farm 
cash receipts from livestock and products in this 
province were $621 million. From all grains and special 
crops, there were $974 million. I mean that tells the 
story of the importance of getting a fair deal for livestock 
and products. In that special crops sector, Don, 1 5  
percent of those cash receipts - in fact i t  was 15.4 
percent in that year - were the special crops and it's 
important that they get relief, I agree with you entirely 
on that one. But we think the best hope is that phase­
in. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Chambers. 

MR. A. CHAMBERS: Just to add to that, it's important 
that the phase-in continue after the review period. We 
are concerned that the legislation isn't going to be 
clear that the phase-in should continue after that review 
period. We would very much hope that we would get 
support in urging the government to continue that in, 
and therefore that will eventually remove most of the 
distortions against your sunflower producers and 
against everybody else. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Orchard. 
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MR. D. ORCHARD: One more question to Mr. Parker. 
I assume the weighted farm gate price of three major 
grains, that's wheat, oats and barley. Am I correct there? 

MR. L. PARKER: Yes. 

MR. D. ORCHARD: A question to Mr. Chambers. In 
developing your formula, I would assume that a farmer's 
land base would include owned as well as rented land. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Chambers. 

MR. A. CHAMBERS: Yes. There has been a fair amount 
of discussion around that point. Although there may 
be some rental agreements that initially would be 
somewhat unfair to the owner of the land, we felt that 
in fairly short order that rental agreements would adjust 
and that there would be redistribution of the benefit 
in a fair way. But the only reasonable way to distribute 
the monies initially would be to the actual operator of 
the land or the renter. 

MR. D. ORCHARD: Just one comment on that possibly, 
that might introduce a yearly change factor in there 
where you 've g ot your rental farms, and the 
administration of that could become a little more 
nightmarish. 

MR. A. CHAMBERS: Well, I'm not sure, Mr. Chairman, 
that nightmarish is the right term. Each year when the 
individual would apply for his permit book, the data 
would be taken off the application of the permit book 
as to what land he is operating in that current year 
and, therefore, what payments he would be eligible for. 

Just as an aside, there is a side issue in this whole 
area, and that is that the acres recorded in permit 
books and the use of land will be forced to become 
much more accurate than we now have as a result of 
these changes. 

MR. D. ORCHARD: Pity. I 'm not sure of the number. 
Someone around the table should have it. How many 
permit holders have we got, Canadian Wheat Board 
permit holders? 

MR. A. CHAMBERS: A 145,000 this year, more or less. 

MR. D. ORCHARD: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Downey. 

MR. J. DOWNEY: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I'll try and 
be fairly brief. A couple of questions, one basically 
dealing with your presentation dealing with the safety 
net. How widely has this proposal been advocated or 
dealt with or explained across the prairies, basically 
dealing with the concept of tying the freight rate to the 
return that producers get for their grains? 

MR. L. PARKER: Yes. We tried during the Gilson 
exercise, Mr. Downey, to get this idea fleshed out; I 
guess those were the right words at that time. One of 
the major players around the table felt that they didn't 
have the mandate to agree that the farmers should 
pay one cent more, so they weren't going to get involved 
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in discussions of anything, even any similarities to this. 
lt didn't happen during Gilson. 

A group of us took it upon ourselves - About a month 
ago, Sheldon, I believe? Involved in that meeting were 
the Farm Bureau. I believe the Canada Grains Council 
made some input. Both the Saskatchewan and Alberta 
Governments were involved; Alberta cattlemen; the 
commodity groups; Alberta Wheat Pool and I believe 
they were representing the three Pools that day - I may 
have forgotten some - were involved in that very 
intensive one day technical session. We sent Sheldon 
Fulton to that workshop. 

They put together the nuts and bolts. We presented 
that, as we have to you today, to our last Farm Bureau 
quarterly meeting. In principle and in much of the detail, 
they think that we have a runner in the Bureau. We 
didn't put it forward today as a firm, finite position and 
that's really why we're, you know - Sheldon indicated 
there may be some flexibility in that 8 percent figure. 
We wanted to get some exposure. The Farm Bureau 
and various groups have it now and we are currently 
getting feedback. So far though, from what we've heard 
- and this is right across the west, not just in Manitoba 
- it's very, very positive. I don't know whether that has 
answered your question, but that is the best I can do 
right now. 

MR. J. DOWNEY: You answered the second question 
without me asking it. Mr. Chairman, to the President, 
in principle it seems as if it is a concept that the majority 
of the agricultural community could live with. 

MR. L. PARKER: Yes, and that's why I stressed that 
if there is common ground in the west, if we get our 
act together and hammer hard in front of the federal 
committee, maybe we can get it in the bill, but it's going 
to take some unanimity out west to win it. They have 
to make concessions and this one, we think, has a high 
priority. 

MR. J. DOWNEY: To the President, in view of the fact 
that the Federal Government have the authority over 
national transportation and that you as farm groups, 
as all farm groups, were invited to participate in the 
negotiations and that such things as we've just 
mentioned could be possibly put into place to benefit 
the farmers of Western Canada following the process 
of negotiation, do you feel that you still have, before 
the legislation is tabled and finalized, the ability to 
continue to negotiate and make changes that would 
give the kind of protection that I believe the majority 
of people want in statute? 

MR. J. PARKER: I ' l l have to give you an honest answer 
to that one, my guess is that the changes will be made 
if they're going to be made in committee and not before. 
That's why I stress it's important now that we get as 
many organizations, if possible, as many provincial 
governments, out here onside on this one in principle. 

There is one other point I think we should make and 
I'm not sure whether we stressed it in regard to the 
safety net. We're looking at the safety net as a ceiling. 
We're not talking about forever and a day tying the 
rate to the price of grain. There's a danger in that one 
and if you don't think so ask the costing guys, for 
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example, in Alberta Pool. No way, because if you go 
that way, it'll be run as a stabilization fund and you'll 
pay through the nose when grain prices are high, to 
throw in the trough when they're low. So, I stress that, 
tt's a safety net working as a ceiling. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Chambers. 

MR. A. CHAMBERS: I 'd like to make an additional 
point. Probably, if we attempt to push the number much 
below 8 percent then what we're going to be getting 
into is, in fact, a stabilization fund with producer money 
and so on. lt's not likely we'll be able to push it down 
below that, so that's a consideration. 

MR. J. DOWNEY: In view of the fact that we are a 
legislative committee dealing on an issue that we have 
no jurisdiction in, dealing in an area where none of the 
provinces were invited to participate in, how can input 
now go from the exercise that we're going through to 
influence the Federal Government on the proposals 
that are being made. 

MR. L. PARKER: Well, the same as we did during 
Gilson. If the province wants to make input through 
the bureau or the committee they can do it, but there's 
absolutely no reason at all why the Province of Manitoba 
cannot make a presentation in front of the Agricultural 
Committee when the time comes if they see fit that 
this idea of a safety net has merit. 

MR. J. DOWNEY: Mr. Chairman, I wasn't only talking 
about the safety net principle, I was talking about any 
changes; for example, the cap of 31 million tonnes or 
the inflationary costs, those types of things. 

MR. L. PARKER: I think my answer would be the same. 
You'l l  note though that we were instructed, and I didn't 
put priorities on the recommendations we attached to 
the brief, the bureau says we still want to do our 
darnedest to get that 6 percent figure down after 1985-
86, because this ceiling, if M r. Fulton's calculations are 
correct, will not trigger extra federal dollars until  
sometime perhaps in the early '90s and if we can chop 
that 6 percent figure at all, then we're going to be 
money ahead. So, we will be pushing both of those 
ideas. 

MR. J. DOWNEY: I believe you indicated in your brief, 
M r. Chairman, through you to the President, that if 
nothing had been done, absolutely no negotiations had 
taken place and no incentives put forward by either 
the Federal Government or any of the farm groups, 
that in fact we would have a major loss of economic 
income to the Western Canadian farmers and in fact 
would be in a very tough situation at this particular 
time. Did I read your brief correctly in that manner? 

MR. L. PARKER: Well, the record is clear in the past. 
I have to admit in the current year and, of course, our 
ability to move and expect the 30 million tonnes this 
year is a direct result of the slowdown in the movement 
of other bulk commodities, but I can recall very vividly 
sitting around a wheat board advisory committee and 
batting our heads against the wall when we were turning 
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down sales for two years and more in a row because 
we didn't have the rail capacity, and I hope we never 
get back in that situation again. That's why we were 
able to draft the kind of letters signed by the people 
who signed them that are attached as appendix. In 
essence, we were telling the Federal Government to 
get off the pot and we're now telling them, for Pete's 
sake get the bill out so we know for sure what's in it. 
Right now we're all second guessing and if want 
amendments we'll put them forward at the proper time 
during committee. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Plohman. 

MR. J. PLOHMAN: Mr. Parker, do you think that your 
position put forward by the Farm Bureau now represents 
a consensus of western producers? 

MR. L. PARKER: lt depends what you mean, Mr. 
Plohman. In a democracy we'll  never get total 
consensus, as you well know, and I hope we don't. I 
don't want that kind of a system. But the fact is, around 
the bureau table we still have 16 member groups that 
are strongly arguing for change. We're not entirely 
happy with the package as we've pointed out and we 
want some changes made and we're going to go after 
those changes. But the worst possible thing would be 
if there was a total pull back of the federal initiative 
leading to an inability to export grain two, three or four 
years down the road. We paid for that one once and 
I hope we don't have to do it again. 

HON. J. PLOHMAN: M r. Chairman, I'd just like to ask 
Mr. Parker, how many producers do you feel you 
represent through the Farm Bureau? 

MR. L. PARKER: Well, how do you count numbers? 
How many hog producers have you got in the province? 
Close to 4,000; they are represented around the bureau 
table. We have the cattle organization with something 
like 1 1 ,000 farmers; we have United Grain Growers, 
I 'm not sure how many members they claim in this 
province, but it'll be in the neighborhood of 10,000 to 
1 2,000 and there's duplication in all these figures; we 
have the Turkey Marketing Board; we have the Egg 
Marketing Board; we have the broiler people; we have 
the sugar beet growers. I can go down the whole 16  
list, i f  you will. 

HON. J. PLOHMAN: No, it's okay. 

MR. L. PARKER: But, in essence, they told me to write 
that letter as recently as March 28th. 

HON. J. PLOHMAN: You say they told you to write that 
letter. How do you know you represent the views of 
those producers? 

MR. L. PARKER: Because all of those member groups 
around the bureau table elect their people and their 
delegates and, you know, appoint or elect their 
executive members to the bureau, most of them 
annually; and when the delegates of the bureau come 
together, some 50-odd, at their annual meeting, they 
elect their president annually. 

-
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HON. J. PLOHMAN: Do the individual producers have 
a say in the proposals, or vote on it, or are they asked 
for their views on the position that was put forward by 
the bureau? 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Order please. Mr. Manness on a point 
of order. 

MR. C. MANNESS: M r. Chairman, I thought the 
witnesses came forward to present briefs and we were 
going to ask questions pertaining to the briefs, is there 
a change in that format? 

MR. CHAIRMAN: To the point of order, Mr. Plohman. 

HON. J. PLOHMAN: Yes, I think it is significant to know, 
and I believe the precedent was set in earlier hearings 
by Mr. Downey, when he asked a number of people at 
various organizations represented, because we have 
to look at the matter in the resolution about the 
consensus, whether we feel a consensus is necessary, 
and I 'm just trying to determine whether the people 
from the Farm Bureau feel that they represent the views 
of the member organizations and that they do have a 
consensus. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Orchard to the same point of 
order. 

MR. D. ORCHARD: Mr. Chairman, my honourable friend 
is correct that membership numbers of organizations 
have been asked. That question was asked and 
answered. I don't think Mr. Downey ever asked whether 
each individual member of a given organization agreed 
with the point that was being presented by the person 
representing that organization, which is what M r. 
Plohman is now asking, which I suggest is not in order, 
Mr. Chairman. 

HON. J. PLOHMAN: Mr. Chairman, I didn't ask if they 
agreed, I asked if they were consulted. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: To the point of order, gentlemen. 
There have been questions, by various members during 
our meetings, of individuals as to whether or not they 
belong to political parties; whether or not they spoke 
for different groups to which they belonged; whether 
they were there as just a private citizen or representative 
of the local group, as opposed to the provincial group; 
what their readings were; the feelings of those groups. 
I understand why those questions are asked. I have 
never ruled them out of order in the past, but I do 
agree with M r. Manness that they're not the primary 
purpose we're here, so I would suggest to other 
members, who have intent to ask such questions, both 
of this presentation and of others, to keep the number 
of those questions to a minimum, please. 

Please proceed, Mr. Plohman. 

HON. J. PLOHMAN: Mr. Chairman, Mr. Parker did 
mention that there are thousands of farmers 
represented in Farm Bureau and I just simply ask 
whether they have been consulted with regard to the 
proposals that are being put forward. 

MR. L. PARKER: I think I'd answer in this way, Mr. 
Plohman. The Farm Bureau is a federation, as is the 

case with the SFA, and Unifarm, and U PA in Quebec, 
and so on and so forth. The positions put forward by 
the different commodity groups are developed by those 
commodity sectors, so what their delegates, or their 
executive member, are saying I have to assume is the 
majority position as expressed from their particular 
group, and it's on that basis that Farm Bureau policy 
is established. 
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Now, the cattlemen are here through AI Chambers 
and he can speak for them, I can't. I don't sit on the 
board of any of those individual commodity groups at 
the current time. 

HON. J. PLOHMAN: Mr. Chairman, I wonder if Mr. 
Parker could tell me whether, with financial conditions 
as they are for farmers of Manitoba, whether he feels 
that they are able to pay for the changes, or for what 
was negotiated up by the Farm Bureau? 

MR. A. CHAMBERS: Well, of course, the package is 
not specifically the proposals of the Farm Bureau, as 
I 'm sure you're aware. Certainly, in terms of the ability 
of individual producers to pay any more for any product 
we're buying, whether it be freight, fertilizer, or whatever, 
the price relationships on g rain and many other 
commodities couldn't be worse. The specific additional 
costs in the first three years are quite minimum, in fact, 
as we pointed out with the Adjustment Fund, in fact, 
the net freight rate to Manitoba producers will probably 
be lower in the next crop year. So, certainly we don't 
have a lot of room to pay more at this point, or hopefully, 
to cover our costs of fertilizer and other kinds of things, 
the situation will improve dramatically in the near future. 

HON. J. PLOHMAN: Just one final question. You stated 
in the first page of your brief that the railways would 
have to be paid if the grain was to be moved. I'll just 
ask you how you feel that this is going to be guaranteed 
and how much faith do you have in the guarantees? 

HON. L. PARKER: I n  terms of the performance 
guarantees, this is what you're getting at? Okay, we 
saw fit during Gilson, and I think it was supported by 
all players around the table, to recommend that the 
current g rain transportation authority be given 
permanence in the new legislation, and Gilson called 
it Central Co-ordinating Agency, or some different name. 
it's that body that has an overall advisory committee, 
a committee that is now known as the Senior Grain 
Transportation Committee, and that committee is to 
be expanded. Let me tell you who is on that committee: 
all eight of the major grain companies are on it, so 
that includes the four major grain co-operatives; the 
Wheat Board sits on it;  the Canadian Grains 
Commission sits on it; the two railways sit on it;  and 
we're proposing that we add three farmers, one from 
each province, to that senior committee. They will have 
a number of roles, amongst which is looking at the 
performance of the railways and all other players in 
that system. They will be running a tally system, if you 
will, and if they see opportunities for improvement in 
the system, if they see potential savings that can be 
made - and I stress "shared" by all players, including 
farmers - if those potential savings are approved by 
the senior committee, that I've just described to you, 
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only then is it likely to happen. That is the kind of 
control system that we have attempted to build in, and 
that is the task force that I sat on myself. If the nuts 
and bolts of that task force are in the legislation, and 
I stress that word, Sam, "if", because that's the first 
thing that I will be looking at, I will be satisfied that 
there's adequate protection there. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Plohman. 

HON. J. PLOHMAN: Just one question further to that. 
Then you're saying that couldn't be done under present 
conditions? That farmers are going to have to pay more 
in order to get this guarantee in the legislation. 

MR. L. PARKER: Yes. What have we got now? We have 
a Crow rate of half-a-cent-a-ton mile. We had a National 
Transportation Act in 1967 that brought in a branch 
line subsidy but certainly didn't pick up all the railway 
costs. We didn't have enough clout to keep the system 
whole. Surely we've got to do better than that. But we 
want that kind of assurance and we want it in statute 
and we've all said that from Day One. That's why we've 
got to see the bill. 

HON. J. PLOHMAN: How much, Mr. Chairman, do the 
producers have to pay to get that in statute? How much 
is fair to you? 

MR. L. PARKER: I 'm not sure I quite follow that 
question. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Can you rephrase the q uestion 
please, Mr. Plohman? 

HON. J. PLOHMAN: Well, essentially, Mr. Chairman, 
what M r. Parker is saying, that we have to get those 
guarantees and I guess to do that we have to pay more. 
How much more? How much should farmers have to 
pay to get that guarantee? 

MR. L. PARKER: Okay, well the figure as we indicated 
in our brief that we put forward, was that there was 
a willingness on the part of the Farm Bureau and the 
people we represent, to pick up not more than the first 
3 percent of increased costs annually. That was our 
position within Gilson. 

Now we've said, in essence, we've achieved that up 
until 1985-86. We rebel against the 6 percent figure 
and that's why we're arguing either for a reduction in 
that 6 percent, and/or the implementation of a safety 
net. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Uskiw. 

HON. S. USKIW: Just one question, Mr. Parker. Of the 
16 member groups that you alluded to make up the 
Farm Bureau at the present time, is Manitoba Pool one 
of them? 

MR. L. PARKER: No, they're not, as you well know. 

HON. S. USKIW: They have not come back to your 
organization? 
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MR. L. PARKER: Not as yet and I haven't been on the 
committee that has been negotiating with Manitoba 
Pool. That decision will be made by their delegate body 
and not by the board. The chances are that would not 
happen until next November. 

HON. S. USKIW: Then I have the logical second 
question. Can you truly claim to be representative of 
the grain sector in Manitoba, without Manitoba Pool 
being part of that? In other words, if Manitoba Pool 
comes out with a different proposition than what the 
Farm Bureau is proposing, it seems to me that the 
weight of the grain industry would lie sooner with 
Manitoba Pool than it would with Manitoba Farm 
Bureau. Would that be a fair assessment? 

MR. L. PARKER: Of course, if you had Manitoba Pool 
in, you would be in a stronger position. But let's take 
a look at some of the common ground. 

Manitoba Pool was the first organization to say that 
changes had to come and that the farmer was going 
to have to pay a part of those increased costs under 
statutory protection and we agreed entirely with that. 
The difference has been entirely around the question 
of method of payment. Now, if they have been able -
and so far we haven't seen anything that would remove 
the distortions - fine. 

HON. S. USKIW: Could you envisage the Government 
of Canada, ignoring the main thrust of Manitoba Pool, 
Sask. Pool, Alberta Pool, if they were in total opposition 
to the package as it is, or if they were not prepared 
to accept the package - and I 'm asking that because 
it has to be assumed that they are big players in this 
game and I know that can be challenged from many 
quarters - but they do have the credibility of speaking 
for the grain industry, by and large, throughout the 
country. Would it seem logical to you that we can have 
new legislation, or the scrapping of the present 
arrangements, without a consensus that involved the 
pools of the prairies? 

MR. L. PARKER: You'll have to ask the pools that one, 
not Lorne Parker. But I might say in a personal vein 
that Manitoba Pool gets about 90 percent of my grain 
and they don't represent me on this one and I 'm not 
the only member of Manitoba Pool that doesn't feel 
that way, they represent a majority. But we're not without 
grain representation. Don't forget the United Grain 
Growers still is a member of, don't forget that Manitoba 
Pool was a member of the Bureau and argued strongly 
and pushed me, as president, to get to the negotiating 
table. The mandate that I was given when I was 
president for the first year-and-a-half or so, was to 
devote, almost exclusively, my time to get to the 
negotiating table, period. 

HON. S. USKIW: I think you misread my question, Mr. 
Parker. What I was really wanting to know from you, 
and it's an opinion I'm seeking, whether or not any 
government in Ottawa could put together a package 
that didn't have the support of the pools. 

MR. L. PARKER: You'll have to ask the government 
that, but I would also turn the question around. I don't 



Thursday, 21 April, 1983 

think that they can ignore the position of the crushers 
or the livestock and poultry people anymore than they 
could the grain sector. There has to be balance. 

HON. S. USKIW: Would you agree with me, though, 
that the grain producers on this issue are the ones that 
have the most to gain or to lose, and are the ones that 
ought to be consulted more so than other sectors? 

MR. L. PARKER: Whether you can quantify that or 
not, I'm not sure. But I know what the losses were in 
the two years we talked about and that was a direct 
loss to the grain producer. Now what is the loss going 
to be in the future? lt will depend on the capacity of 
system and what the markets are. That's my concern 
as far as the grain person is concerned and a costing 
formula that's within reason. That's why I think we are 
going to find that there is a lot of common ground on 
this safety net, whether it's Manitoba Pool, or whether 
it's the Farm Bureau, or Alberta Pool, or any other 
organization in the west. That's the missing part. 

HON. S. USKIW: Mr. Parker, would you feel that it's 
reasonable on our part, as a provincial government, 
to conclude that since Manitoba Pool broke off from 
the Bureau on this issue, that there is no way we can 
say there's a consenus on this issue in the Province 
of Manitoba? 

MR. L. PARKER: What do you mean by a consensus? 

HON. S. USKIW: Of the farmers that are affected by 
this issue? 

MR. L. PARKER: How do you define consensus? 

HON. S. USKIW: Well, Mr. Parker, I 'm not sure that 
I want to be the one defining it, excepting I would think 
it would have to be what would be considered to be 
a majority opinion of the people that will be affected, 
the people that now enjoy what is there by statute and 
which will have to be giving up something that they 
know is there, in place of something that they may not 
like. 

MR. L. PARKER: I think there is a consensus for change 
and that includes Manitoba Pool. We've never been 
told different. 

HON. S. USKIW: That's fair enough. 

MR. L. PARKER: Maybe not by all their members and 
I accept that, but the vast majority of their delegate 
body has been voting for change. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Further questions? Seeing none, 
gentlemen, thank you very much for your presentation 
here today. 

Before I call the next person wishing to present a 
brief, I 'd like to point out to members of the audience, 
that normally exhibits are not allowed in the Legislative 
Assembly or in Standing Committees thereof. 

When we started our meeting there were some signs 
at the back. I did not raise that point. However, there 
are now two signs which have wandered to the front. 
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I would like the owners to put them back where they 
were when we started the meeting so that we don't 
have those kinds of disruptions here in the meeting. 

Mr. Uskiw. 

HON. S. USKIW: Mr. Chairman, I would like to move 
that all offensive signs be removed from the hall. Well, 
I think it's quite obvious. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: You r  Chairman wil l  have some 
difficulty determining, if you pass this motion, what is 
offensive. 

HON. S. USKIW: Well, Mr. Chairman, if you want I ' l l  
elaborate for you. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Uskiw, would you elaborate so 
that I know. 

HON. S. USKIW: Mr. Chairman, I believe any sign that 
defaces an institution or a person in some way, I think, 
is offensive, and to that extent I think it's uncalled for 
in this hall. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: lt's been moved by M r. Uskiw, no 
seconder is required. What is your will and pleasure? 
Is there any debate? 

Mr. Uruski. 

HON. B. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, I think your suggestion 
in moving the signs to where they were was a good 
suggestion. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: M r. Downey. 

MR. J. DOWNEY: I would like to see the signs placed 
at the back of the room. I th ink  that would be 
appropriate because it is a legislative hearing and a 
formal process, and would show courtesy to do that. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Well, I have two opinions, one to 
remove all offensive signs, the other to have the signs 
kept at the back of the rooms. I 'll put the question on 
the motion. 

All offensive signs to be removed from the hall. Those 
in favour? Five. All opposed. The vote is 5 to 5. You 
forgot to count Henry Carron. 

My original suggestion was that the offensive signs 
be removed to the back of the hall and that no signs 

HON. S. USKIW: A point of order, Mr. Chairman. 
think we should have that vote again. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Oh, the Clerk says she may have 
counted 5 to 4. 

All those in favour of Mr. Uskiw's motion, please raise 
your hand. All those opposed to the motion, please 
raise your hand. 

The vote was 5 to 5. I declare the motion lost. 
The original proposal was that all signs be moved 

to the back of the hall. If individuals are in possession 
of offensive signs, they can take it that certainly the 
concern of the committee is that offense should not 
be given and you can use your own judgment. But I 
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would ask that the people who own the signs that are 
up at the front of the hall please take them away now. 

Seeing no movement, I'll ask the Clerk to remove 
those two signs. Please take them from the hall since 
the owner denies ownership. 

Mr. Bill Moore please. 

MR. B. MOORE: Mr. Chairman, my name is Bill Moore, 
and as most of you know, I'm a candidate for the New 
Democratic Party in the upcoming May 24th federal 
election, in case someone had to ask me of my political 
viewpoint. 

I hope no one figures that my sign of "Keep the 
Crow" is offensive, but I should say to the committee 
that it is offensive to all the farmers of this area to 
suggest that the Crow be done away with. 

Mr. Chairman, too often economic questions are dealt 
with assuming a rational model. According to the 
computers, like the brief we just heard, if only we were 
rid of this anachronism called the ' 'Crow rate' ' ,  we would 
have an efficient transportation system. Neglected in 
this corporate model of society are the people who 
actually produce food because they prefer a rural way 
of life. The banks and the railways do not feed people 
- farmers do. 

Those not aware of economic, political, social and 
cultural significance of the Crow rate might think a 
fixed rate for grain transportation is as ludicrous as 
would be regulating the price of chocolate bars, but 
Canada itself is an economic absurdity created by 
political interference in a continental market where 
natural trade flows north and south. 

The decentralized political economy of prairie Canada 
has never fit the market economic model. The Canadian 
Pacific Railway and the settlements which followed its 
construction were made possible by a national policy 
of subsidized transportation. Not anxious to see mineral 
traffic in southern British Columbia siphoned off by the 
American railways, the Canadian Pacific Railway agreed 
to the Crow rate as a condition of public subsidies to 
build the Crowsnest Pass line. Over the years the 
Canadian Pacific Railways have received subsidies 
which if adjusted to present-day values would amount 
to over $13.5 billion. 

The Crow rate opened up the grain economy and 
prevented non-agrarian capital from exploiting the 
prairie region. By preventing variable freight rates, the 
Crow made inland grain terminals uneconomic, but the 
international grain companies are anxious to move in 
once the barrier has been removed. 

Variable freight rates will change more than the 
elevator system. Ending Crow will centralize and stratify 
prairie society, making farmers and workers less aware 
of each other's contribution to the community. Today 
the elevator agent knows farmers, their families and 
their problems and is a respected member of the 
community. Division of labour in inland grain companies 
will isolate workers from the farmers and relegate many 
of them to repetitive mundane tasks, alienating them 
from the new industrial process. For the farmer, 
delivering grain will mean long truck hauls and waiting 
in line-ups. 

As farm incomes are reduced, ownership of land will 
be concentrated into fewer and corporate hands. Those 
farmers who cannot afford to expand will have to quit 

161 

farming and work off the land. This will reduce the 
number of farm famil ies to support community 
businesses and services. The quality of life in small 
towns wil l  decline and social infrastructure made 
redundant will have to be replaced at a higher cost in 
the cities to which the landless will have to move. 

The Federal Government says it must risk this social 
disaster in order to provide the railways with a higher 
return on investment. Presumably the railways will 
increase the production of transporation service if they 
are paid more for each tonne of grain they haul. That 
is what the government assumes will motivate the 
railways. The very same people, the very same 
government also say that the way to motivate the farm 
family to produce more is to pay them less per tonne. 

The Crow debate is fundamentally a conflict between 
two economic cycles. The Crow rate protects farm 
income from high transporation costs, funneling farm 
spending through local businesses linked to the wider 
economy via the incomes of workers making trucks, 
tractors, and other farm supplies. Ending Crow 
shortcuts this decentralized economic path and siphons 
farmers' money into railway corporations, much of which 
will flow out as dividends and investments in real estate. 

If the Crow is ended, the drop in farm income will 
be much more than the extra billions of dollars farmers 
will pay the railways. Without Crow, the price pooling 
and quota systems of the Wheat Board will collapse 
as multinational grain companies integrate the Canadian 
grain economy into their international operations. As 
a result, the value of grain sold will not go to the person 
who produces it, but to private grain companies which 
will buy grain at low prices and resell at high prices. 

When railway rates and seaway tolls are increased 
in Canada as the government plans, the foreign grain 
companies will find it much less expensive to divert 
our grain to Minneapolis where it can be loaded on 
barges for low cost transportation to New Orleans. The 
multinationals will own the inland terminals on the 
prairies, own or control the rail hopper cars, and own 
the export elevators in New Orleans. Gone will be the 
Canadian control of the grain economy and thousands 
of railway and grain handling jobs in Canada. 

Many people are asking themselves why the Federal 
Government is trying to change the Crow. Of course, 
money is an issue and the government hopes its formula 
will transfer the cost of hauling grain to farmers, but 
we cannot ignore the power of large corporations when 
they threaten to withhold service or investment. 
Ordinarily, we would think of a regulator regulating the 
utility. In this case, however, we see the Canadian Pacific 
Railway using the monopoly privileges it has been given 
by the taxpayers of Canada to regulate government 
policy. The Minister of Transport tells farmers they 
cannot have a modern transport system unless the CPR 
gets its way. 

We have the Minister of Employment and Immigration 
telling railway workers they cannot have a job unless 
the CPR gets its way. The railway worker is the decoy 
of the government transportation plan because there 
are actually going to be fewer jobs with the government 
plan than there are today with the Crow. After all the 
concessions made by government, the railways are 
actually going to invest 22 percent less in 1983 than 
they did in 1981 when, supposedly, they lost hundreds 
of millions of dollars on Crow. Less investment means 
fewer jobs. 
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The Minister brags about $15.5 billion the railways 
are going to invest in the coming decade if they are 
allowed to change the Crow. The railways have an 
escape clause in their agreement with the government, 
allowing them to reduce that amount after the Crow 
rate is gone. So much for investment and service 
guarantees by the railways. Mr. Chairman, members 
of the committee, the CPR has nothing to lose and has 
a country to gain. 

The New Democratic Party alternative to the Pepin 
plan wi l l  create hundreds of thousands of jobs 
upgrading the railways while keeping the Crow rate for 
farmers. lt will not cost the taxpayers any more than 
the Pepin plan but will create more jobs because, unlike 
Pepin, it will prevent public money from leaking out of 
the railway system. 

We want a new deal with the railway companies. 
Instead of continuing with straight handouts, as Pepin 
proposes, we will pay the railways only for their actual 
losses hauling grain. Public money invested in the rail 
system for expansion and upgrading will give the people 
of Canada equity in CP Limited and increase their equity 
in CN. 

We know the farmers of Western Canada in general 
and the farmers of southwestern Manitoba in particular 
will support our alternative. We are, we believe, the 
only party offering a plan to keep the Crow and create 
jobs upgrading the railways. The federal Conservatives 
oppose the Pepin plan, but we do not know what they 
are for. They say they would keep the benefit of the 
Crow, but they do not say, keep the Crow rate. 

They do not tell us they support the Crow because 
they had the same plan as Pepin is pushing. lt was the 
federal Conservatives on November 7, 1979, who said 
their government was going to open up the Crow; it 
was the Conservatives who appointed the present 
Deputy Minister of Transportation who is the chief 
engineer of the Pepin plan. 

One of these days, they are going to have to pick 
sides. Do they support the farmers, or do they support 
CPR? Do they support the farmers, or do they support 
Cargill? The Crow or Pepin? I don't think we can wait 
for the federal Conservatives to make up their minds. 

The government, railways, and coal companies have 
a media blitz to change the Crow, but they lack the 
essential support of farmers on the land. We would, 
quoting an American presidential candidate, remind 
the Federal Government and remind the committee 
when he said, "If we take care of our farms, our cities 
will flourish and prosper, but if we neglect our farms, 
grass will grow in the streets of our cities." 

Three Royal Commissions have recommended that 
the Crow rate be maintained because all Canadians 
benefit from the foreign exchange - indeed over $4 
billion - earned by grain exporting farmers and made 
possible by the Crow rate. If the railways are indeed 
losing money hauling grain, the entire nation - not just 
western farmers - should pay for the proved losses. 

I note that the Federal Government proposal does 
not create one job in the federal constituency of 
Brandon-Souris, not one penny of investment, yet 
millions of dollars of the investment required is expected 
to be paid for by the farmers of this area. I say to you, 
Mr. Chairman, that the farmers built and paid for the 
railroads and transportation of this country once and 
they should not be asked to pay a second time. 
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I wonder why the federal program excludes any 
development for the Churchi l l  Port. Solving the 
problems of permafrost would cost only a fraction of 
the Pepin proposals for the Rogers Pass or for the 
upgrading of the Prince Rupert line. If the Federal 
Government is indeed serious, it must set aside $200 
million to $250 million for investment in grain handling 
to and at the Port of Churchill. 

I believe that the farmers of Western Canada are 
entitled to the continued benefit of the Crow rate. Why 
should farmers, plagued already by the cost-price 
squeeze, be asked to pay for the total upgrading of 
the railway system when not only did they pay for that 
system once, but only utilize 13 percent or 14 percent 
of the capacity? Why should the farmers of Western 
Canada pay for the upgrading required to provide for 
the transportation of coal, sulphur and potash? 

I remind you, Mr. Chairman, and members of the 
committee, of what Mr. Justice Emmett Hall, who 
headed the 1 975 Royal Commission on Grain 
Transportation, said, " If  once tampering with the 
statutory rate is accepted or condoned, or is an item 
on the bargaining table, all will be lost. For once the 
subject is on the bargaining table, it will be only a 
matter of time until it is lost step by step." 

If the farmers of this country operated their farms 
under the business principles of the railways, they would 
stop growing food and would invest in shopping centres 
or in oil wells. I agree that stockholders are entitled to 
a return on their investment, but then so should the 
farmer. Were it not, Mr. Chairman, for the dedication 
of farm families taking little or no return on their 
investment, taking wages often below minimum wage 
levels, Canada and much of the world would go hungry. 

Not included in your written brief is another item that 
I would like to bring to your attention. lt is those who 
try to separate CP Rail and CP Limited. CP Limited 
says its rail division, CP Rail, should not have access 
to the profits and borrowing capacity of non-rail 
resources. For example, in 1981 ,  CP Rail provided 26 
percent of its parent, CP Limited's profits, but received 
only 14 percent of the parent's investment budget. The 
obligation to provide modern transportation service 
cannot be separated from the parent, CP Limited, which 
is a legal entity, formerly called Canadian Pacific Railway 
Company, bound by an 1 88 1  contract to thereafter and 
forever efficiently maintain, work and run the Canadian 
Pacific Railway. 

I am amazed to hear people say that, in the new bill, 
they want to see protection. They want to see statutory 
rates included in whatever the new bill is. There are 
statutory rates now, but that doesn't stop those who 
would benefit most from lobbying to have them thrown 
out and a statute put in the books that will be much 
more beneficial to them. 

Parliament intended that the last land grants and 
other gifts to CP were to permit the CP syndicate to 
finance the railway's ongoing operations. A 1902 statute 
allowing CP to develop these resources makes it clear 
the company could not divorce these new powers in 
any way from the original railway purposes for which 
the company was formed. 

Canadian Pacific Limited, not CP Rail, is a body which 
applies to the Canadian Transport Commission for 
operating subsidies, the body which signs agreements 
with the Government of Canada for branch l ine 
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rehabilitation funds; the body which exchanged letters 
with the government on a deal to cancel the Crow. 

The guaranteed annual income provided in the Pepin 
railway plan is based on the rate of return on investment 
earned by CP Limited, not by CP Rail. Shareholders 
buy common shares of CP Limited, not CP Rail. The 
Pepin plan will force taxpayers and farmers to restore 
shareholders' equity in CP Limited to predepression 
levels, which levels were not the work of private capital 
but of public grants. The price of CP Limited shares 
fell in 1982, not because of the Crow rate - CP's profits 
actually remained steady - but because of slump in 
energy and real estate markets. The price of CP shares 
i ncreased $4.00 in the first month following the 
announcement to cancel the Crow. 

M r. Chairman, I urge your committee to consider and 
recommend to the Federal Government that the Crow 
rate be maintained. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for your presentation, Mr. 
Moore. Are there any questions from members of the 
committee? Mr. Downey. 

MR. J. DOWNEY: Mr. Chairman, through you to Mr. 
Moore. As a citizen of Canada, how long have you been 
opposed to the Crow rate change? 

MR. B. MOORE: How long? 

MR. J. DOWNEY: Yes. 

MR. B. MOORE: Oh, for quite some time. I guess since 
it started to be discussed going back three or four 
years ago. 

MR. J. DOWNEY: I see. There are certain positions 
put forward by farm organizations, the Farm Bureau 
you heard it, the National Farmers Union and I see you 
are wearing a button. Which one of those groups would 
you align your position with if you were to pick a position 
to align yourself with? • 

MR. B. MOORE: My position is very simple - keep the 
Crow. 

MR. J. DOWNEY: But I ask you, Mr. Moore, specifically, 
what farm group would you align your policy with? 

MR. B. MOORE: With any farm group that says, keep 
the Crow. I did not hear the Farm Bureau saying that, 
so I obviously can't align myself with that. 

MR. J. DOWNEY: Well then directly, would you align 
yourself with the National Farmers Union policy? 

MR. B. MOORE: I align myself with the National Farmers 
Union policy of keep the Crow. 

MR. J. DOWNEY: Mr. Chairman, we're into this, he 
said he had been concerned about it for some time 
now. Would you agree or disagree that one of the 
problems that Western Canadians have had dealing 
with this whole statutory rate issue is the lack of trust 
for the Liberal Government in Ottawa? 

MR. B. MOORE: That they've had a lack of trust for 
the Liberal Government in Ottawa? Yes. They certainly 
have had a lack of trust for the Liberal Government 
in Ottawa. 

MR. J. DOWNEY: You indicated earlier that you were 
a member of the New Democratic Party, or you were 
running in a by-election. Are you aware that it was the 
Liberals and the New Democratic Party that joined 
together in 1975 to beat the Conservatives? 

MR. B. MOORE: Mr. Chairman, I can anwer that very 
simply by asking Mr. Downey, is he aware that in the 
past three years the Conservative Party in Ottawa have 
voted 83 times with the Liberal Government to keep 
them in office, three times more than the NDP did? -
(Interjection) -

MR. CHAIRMAN: Order please, order please. Mr. 
Downey. 

MR. J. DOWNEY: Mr. Chairman, the question that I 
was asking him, if he was specifically aware of the 
joining together of the Liberals and the New Democratic 
Party that put Joe Clark out of office. I 'm not here to 
be . . .  

163 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Order. Order please. I have some 
difficulty tying this to the resolution we have in front 
of us. Mr. Downey, if you could perhaps rephrase your 
question to tie it to an enquiry into matters relating to 
the Western Transportation Initiative. Mr. Downey. 

MR. J. DOWNEY: M r. Chairman, who is proposing this 
legislation to the people of Western Canada? 

MR. B. MOORE: Who is proposing this legislation? 

MR. J. DOWNEY: Who is proposing this legislation? 

MR. B. MOORE: The legislation has been put forward 
by the Liberal Government in Ottawa. 

MR. J. DOWNEY: Mr. Chairman, precisely dealing with 
the statutory rate issue, if the Liberal Government were 
not in Ottawa, would they not be able to propose this 
type of legislation? 

MR. B. MOORE: If the Liberal _Government were not 
in Ottawa, if they had not been put into office at the 
time the Clark Government was thrown out, then we 
would probably be having these hearings today because 
it was the Conservative Government in Ottawa, who, 
on November 7, 1979, said that we will open up the 
Crow for discussion. lt was Mr. Justice Emmett Hall 
who said prior to that time, that once you open it up 
for discussion and lay it on the table, all will be lost. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Further questions? Mr. Manness. 

MR. C. MANNESS: Thank you. Mr. Moore, you've 
indicated a number of times you are against changing 
the Crow. Could you tell me what the Crow rate is in 
cents-per-bushel for Brandon producers? 
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MR. B. MOORE: No, I can't. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Moore, would you repeat your 
answer so it's on the record. 

MR. B. MOORE: No, I cannot. 

MR. C. MANNESS: Well, Mr. Moore, I find that a little 
strange. If you are so against it you don't know what 
it is, do you have any idea what it might be rising to 
over the next five years? 

MR. B. MOORE: I know that millions of dollars under 
the present Pepin proposal will be drained from the 
farmers' income in this area. 

MR. C. MANNESS: Thank you. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Further questions for Mr. Moore? 
Mr. Orchard. 

MR. D. ORCHARD: Mr. Moore, in your brief you've got 
on Page 1 a figure that, "Over the years the Canadian 
Pacific Railways have received subsidies of $13.5 billion 
if they're adjusted to present-day values." What's the 
source of the research that allowed you to come to 
that conclusion? 

MR. B. MOORE: The source of my research are the 
public records in Ottawa. If you like I can tell you it's 
a long list, but I do have the list year-by-year when 
every single penny that was paid to the railway company 
was paid. 

MR. D. ORCHARD: Mr. Moore, do you by and large 
support the Canadian Wheat Board? 

MR. B. MOORE: Yes. 

MR. D. ORCHARD: And I take it that you believe they 
do a reasonable job of representing the farm community 
in terms of grain sales, etc.? 

MR. B. MOORE: Under the circumstances, yes. 

MR. D. ORCHARD: Well in the interest of brevity, 
won't ask what the circumstances are, but you probably 
were here when the Farm Bureau made their brief? 

MR. B. MOORE: Yes. 

MR. D. ORCHARD: And the '78-79 Wheat Board Annual 
Reports indicated loss of grain deliveries to an export 
market that would have bought the grain that have 
given an estimate base of those Canadian Wheat Board 
figures of a $1 billion dollar loss over two years. Would 
you, by and large, agree with that Canadian Wheat 
Board analysis? 

MR. B. MOORE: Well,  I can agree with that analysis 
but the reason for that goes a little deeper. The reason 
is that the railways are now carrying what they see 
more lucrative products of coal, sulphur and potash 
on lines that were built to service the Canadian grain 
economy. Now, if they turn around and take up the 
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capacity of the lines delivering non-grain products and 
what they were paid for to deliver grain, then obviously 
there's going to be a problem of non-delivering. 

MR. D. ORCHARD: Then if you were a Federal MP 
with the New Democratic Party, I take it then you would 
resolve that by forcing the railroads to carry all the 
grain that was sold? 

MR. B. MOORE: That is quite right and force them to 
do it in an efficient way and through the method of 
paying for their losses directly and for turning around 
and any additional capital likely that they wanted to 
be involved in, certainly the Government of Canada 
could assist them with that, but in return it would get 
an equity position equal to the amount of its assistance. 
Incidentally, Mr. Chairman, just one correction - not if 
you were am MP in Ottawa, when you're an MP in 
Ottawa. 

MR. D. ORCHARD: I always like an optimist. Mr. 
Chairman, the figure, and I've just done a rough 
calculation so I'm open to question on it, but based 
as to number of permit holders, in doing a rough 
calculation of that $1 billion loss the Canadian Wheat 
board has identified in crop years, 1977-78, '78-79, 
that would boil down to a loss in the neighbourhood 
of $167 million for the Province of Manitoba. Do you 
think in your position here - you talked about the 
economic full cycle - would you hazard a guess as to 
whether that would have helped considerably the 
Province of Manitoba in those years, or should we have 
been able to achieve that additional revenue through 
grain sales? 

MR. B. MOORE: Obviously, should we have been able 
to achieve additional revenue through additional grain 
sales, the economy of the Province of Manitoba would 
have been greatly enhanced. The same way that is, if 
we follow the New Democratic Party plan, Federal plan, 
to support grain transportation, benefits would flow 
directly to Manitoba. 

MR. D. ORCHARD: I'd just like to question Mr. Moore 
on Page 3, second paragraph. Do you really believe 
the second paragraph that you put in your brief? 

MR. B. MOORE: Mr. Chairman, if I didn't believe it, I 
wouldn't have put in the brief. 

MR. D. ORCHARD: Well, that's fair enough comment. 
All of a sudden I'm seeing a pessimist, not an optimist. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: No further questions from Mr. 
Orchard? Mr. Plohman, please. 

HON. J. PLOHMAN: Mr. Moore, do you feel that there 
is sufficient protection in the Pepin proposal against 
the imposition of variable rates? 

MR. B. MOORE: No, there's not. 

HON. J. PLOHMAN: What effect do you think the 
imposition of variable rates into the system will have 
on rural communities in Manitoba? 
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MR. B. MOORE: The variable rate proposal of Pepin 
will drain income from the farmers, and thus spending 
power that they could have in their communities to buy 
goods and services and keep rural life going, rather 
than see it disintegrate even further. 

HON. J. PLOHMAN: Thank you. The previous 
presentation changes of the guts of the issue. lt seems 
that they associate change with increased costs to 
farmers necessarily, and not j ust them, other 
presentations. Anyone that's against changes to the 
Crow would seem then are against change, they say. 
Do you feel that change in extra cost to farmers for 
paying for the transportation of grain necessarily go 
hand in hand? 

MR. B. MOORE: No. I think that the farmers are caught 
in the cost squeeze right now and they do not have 
any m oney for extra cost to go into the g rain 
transportation system. 

Grain transportation and grain exporting benefits all 
Canadians and therefore I say that all Canadians should 
assist in paying for the upgrading of the transportation 
system to allow even greater benefits to flow to the 
country. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: M r. Plohman. M r. Uskiw. M r. 
Bucklaschuk. 

HON. J. BUCKLASCHUK: Yes, I'd like to get back to 
some reference you've made to the source of wealth 
of the CP Rail. You had indicated in your brief that if 
adjusted to present-day values, the subsidies would 
have been something like $13.5 billion. You also had 
a list of subsidies made by the public that the Member 
for Pembina had asked about. Could you just relate 
some of the subsidies that might have occurred in the 
'60s or '70s? 

MR. B. MOORE: Yes. In the '60s and '70s, for example, 
I'll just pick some years if that would be okay. In '64, 
$3 1.9 million, which i!! a present-day value of $ 1 0 1 .9 
million; '67, $52.2 million, present-day value of $146 . 1  
million; '77, $1 12.8 million; '78, $ 1 29. 1 million. Those 
are some examples of the yearly benefits. 

HON. J. BUCKLASCHUK: Do you have any recent 
figures on CP's profit statement? 

MR. B. MOORE: No, I don't think I have, Mr. Chairman. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Moore would you repeat your 
answer so you're on the record? 

MR. B. MOORE: No, I don't have them with me here. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you. Mr. Bucklaschuk. 

HON. J. BUCKLASCHUK: CPR being a corporate giant, 
do you have any idea of what its deferred tax situation 
is like? 

SOME HONOURABLE MEMBERS: Oh, oh. 

!MR. CHAIRMAN: Order please. I have some difficulty 
seeing where this line of questioning is relating directly 
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to the Western Transportation Initiative. Perhaps the 
member can either tell me how it relates directly, or 
rephrase his question so that it does. 

HON. J. BUCKLASCHUK: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I think it is quite relevant because in 1980 - that's the 
figures - '8 1 ,  CPR did make a profit of $121  million, 
that is of public record. Deferred taxation, I believe 
they have something like $1 .2  billion in deferred taxes. 
I find it rather difficult to understand, with a financial 
situation like that how CP can be going after one 
particular sector and putting pressure on the Federal 
Government to have increased freight rates. That was 
basically what I was getting at. 

I'l l therefore introduce another question then. We are 
talking about compensatory rates and that always is 
a foregone conclusion by both the other major federal 
parties. lt seems to me that when there was reference 
to the C row benefit in 1 979 under the Clark 
Government, that compensatory rates were a fait 
accompli. 

In the United States where they do have a situation, 
and I'll refer specifically to Dunseath, I believe the freight 
rates for shipping a bushel of grain to Minneapolis is 
70 cents a bushel. If you were to ship that same bushel 
to Seattle, it's between $1 .60 and $ 1.70 a bushel. Mr. 
Moore, you don't live very far from the U.S. border, 
are you aware that the American transportation system 
is that much more efficient than the Canadian 
transportation system? 

MR. B. MOORE: Well, I th ink the American 
transportation system does not have the same diversity 
of its capital as perhaps CP Rail does. lt has put much 
more of its capital into the operating stock than CP 
Rail has, where CP Rail's capital has gone into mining 
and land and through marathon realty through land 
development and that type of thing. 

lt is interesting to note, you know everybody says 
that if we do waiver the Crow, it will increase the red 
meat trade. The United States doesn't have a Crow 
rate. In Montana, I'd say the red meat trade in Montana 
is not even as viable as it is in Alberta. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Further questions? Mr. Harapiak. 

MR. H. HARAPIAK: Mr. Moore, in listening to the 
presentation put forward by the Farm Bureau, they do 
not mention the Port of Churchill and I see in your brief 
that you have mentioned it. I guess maybe I should 
have posed this question to the previous group. Can 
you see the task force such as Gilson, which has studied 
the transportation of western grain to export ports -
not even mentioning the Port of Churchill - why they 
would not even have mentioned the Port of Churchill 
in their report? 

MR. B. MOORE: Well, I was very surprised that it hasn't 
been mentioned as an alternative because it can 
certainly be done. I think the figure is about one-fortieth 
of the cost to come through the Rogers Pass and double 
tracking would be the amount of money needed to 
upgrade the track to Churchill and the port facilities 
there. Probably less money than was spent the other 
night in the Budget to save Lalonde's shoes could put 
Churchill in a much more viable grain exporting position. 
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MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Harapiak. 

MR. H. HARAPIAK: Just carrying this a little further, 
if the Crow was to be lost, this related cost would 
probably be coming in. Would the Port of Churchill not 
be in a more favourable position than the other two 
ports, if it was distance-related costs? 

MR. B. MOORE: lt most certainly would. Churchill is 
obviously a lot closer than Vancouver or Prince Rupert. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Any further questions for Mr. Moore 
from members of the committee? Seeing none, Mr. 
Moore, on behalf of the committee, thank you very 
much for being here today and making your 
presentation. 

MR. B. MOORE: Thank you. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Next person on our list is Mr. Doug 
Campbell of the Canadian National Railway. 

Mr. Campbell. 

MR. D. CAMPBELL: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. We feel 
almost right at home. I would like to introduce my 
colleague, Mr. Peter Gosman, who is our marketing 
manager for grain. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Campbell, could you repeat 
Mr . . . . 

MR. D. CAMPBELL: Peter Gosman, G-0-S-M-A-N. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you. Please proceed, Mr. 
Camp bell. 

MR. D. CAMPBELL: Thank you. As the committee is 
aware, we did present some comments at the April 8th 
hearing in Winnipeg, and we did entertain questioning 
which was mainly on the topics of capacity and the 
Port of Churchill, so I would propose to skim very lightly 
over those two topics. I also advised the committee 
that we felt compelled to hold back on several of our 
comments until legislation was tabled in the Federal 
House. lt now appears that the likelihood of that 
happening before your hearings are finished is very, 
very small, so we felt it appropriate to attempt to put 
some of our key comments on the record with you 
today. 

Given the fact that the Minister of Transport has 
stated earlier today, and this being the Provincial 
Minister of Transport, that the railways must be paid, 
and given that you have some 15 or 16 other groups, 
I will attempt to go as quickly as I can. 

We have a 28-page brief which, I believe, you all have 
copies of and I do not, in any way, intend to cover it 
all. I would like to simply say that the main areas covered 
in the brief are t he di lem ma of western rail  
transportation,  that being the need for m assive 
investment to increase capacity in the face of growing 
traffic demand while being unable to finance that 
investment. We wish to explain what the Western 
Transportation Initiative means to CN Rail and, from 
our opinion, to Western Canada, and to describe how 
the new arrangements for grain transportation would 
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work, and mention some of the elements that are of 
concern to CN. Finally, the brief addresses some of 
the specific concerns expressed in your resolution 
passed by the Manitoba Legislature. 

For the Canadian railway industry, this is a crucial 
and timely initiative. Our interest is obvious, and our 
need is absolute. With anything less than the changes 
being proposed, we cannot meet our responsibility to 
maintain an adequate and efficient transportation 
system for Canada. 

We see Crow change as a key to Western Canada's 
economic growth in the 1980s and beyond. Certainly, 
"the Crow" was one of several key policies put in place 
around the turn of the century to encourage rapid 
settlement and development of Western Canada. You 
are, of course, all aware of the national policy, The 
Homestead Act, the Dominion Research Stations and 
many other policies which were also very instrumental 
in this area. But today, the Crow, as it currently exists, 
does inhibit the continued growth and development of 
the west. 

Changing the Crow will allow necessary rail expansion 
to proceed to ensure that the rail system has adequate 
capacity for Canada's exports, and to provide 
immediate benefits of economic stimulation and more 
jobs for Canadians. 

We have mentioned earlier that we have planned to 
spend between $10 billion and $1 1 billion over the next 
decade; fully 70 percent of that spending will be on 
Western Canada's main line rail system. 

Grain has a critical role in railway expansion, in both 
physical and financial terms. lt was 24 percent of CN 
Rail's workload in 1982, by far the largest-volume 
commodity, but grain revenues do not cover the cost 
of the fuel burned and the crew wages paid to carry 
it. As a result, CN Rail's loss on grain transportation 
was almost $300 million in 1982, even after allowing 
for the grain line subsidies. Of course, as you are aware, 
that loss continues to grow and it grows faster than 
inflation. 

Despite the economic disincentives, we are proud of 
the recent performance in moving grain. 1981/82 was 
a record year. The volume was 70 percent higher than 
a decade earlier. We expect a new record, as much as 
10 percent higher, to be set this year. 

Ironically, one of the major factors that allowed us 
to reach this level is the traffic decline in other major 
western commodities caused, in large part, by the 
current recession. With less traffic flowing overall ,  both 
equipment and line capacity have been available for 
grain transportation. We do not expect this situation 
to continue as Canada works its way out of the 
recession. As this happens, we will not be able to 
maintain our existing levels of grain handling, let alone 
participate in growth. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Order please, order please. Those 
individuals who wish to carry on private conservations 
would interrupt the meeting less if they carried them 
on outside in the hall. 

Please proceed, Mr. Campbell. 

MR. D. CAMPBELL: Thank you. In terms of our capacity 
concerns, the need for double tracking is particularly 
urgent between Edmonton and Vancouver. Major 
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improvements are also necessary on the single track 
in the B. C. North line between the mountains and Prince 
Rupert. Within five years, double track work will begin 
again in Manitoba along the main line west of Portage 
la Prairie through to Saskatoon. 

Throughout the 1970s, CN Rail has dealt with western 
growth by a program of improvements. Again I think, 
with your permission, I'll skip that area because we 
talked about it before, other than to mention that $255 
million was spent between 1975 and 1979 to make 
those improvements. 

We have, in addition, commenced double track and, 
since 1980, CN has spent 200 million to double track 
key line segments across Western Canada. That money 
had to be borrowed and the interest charges in 1983 
will amount to $34 million. 

Concentrating for a moment on Manitoba, over the 
past decade CN has already installed 70 miles of double 
track including 50 miles between Winnipeg and Portage, 
Canada's most heavily travelled rail line. lt extended 
37 sidings and completed major upgrading programs 
at the Symington and Rivers yards. On the line between 
Winnipeg and Thunder Bay, signals and communications 
have been upgraded, and other work has been done 
to expand capacity. Hot box detectors have been 
installed on the lines both east and west of Winnipeg. 
About $ 1 00 mi l l ion was spent on these capital 
improvements to the railway system serving Manitoba. 

Looking ahead, CN Rail is anxious to keep up with 
the traffic growth in the west. The double track work, 
estimated at $2.3 billion, has been started and it must 
proceed rapidly for the new capacity to be ready when 
it is needed. Otherwise, the system will quickly become 
congested and inefficient. Traffic rationing - a very 
unpalatable alternative for all parties involved - would 
be necessary, and that would of course badly affect 
Canada's ability to export its products. 

Huge and growing losses on grain approaching $300 
million in 1982 represent a most important problem 
facing the railway industry in Canada. CN's overall loss 
in 1982 was $35 million. That's from all operations. 
That's a major reversal from the previous four years, 
in which profits were earned. Traffic declined in all 
commodity groups except grain, but higher grain 
volumes also meant higher losses. In other years, the 
healthy traffic levels and commercial rates in other 
commodities offset those losses. 

CN Rail is no longer able to continue subsidizing 
grain traffic. In fact, without financial relief, CN's ability 
to continue as an effective transportation company is 
endangered. So we see the new arrangements, as 
proposed by the Minister of Transport for Canada, as 
providing a timely and much-needed assist, with the 
promise of interim payments. I would note for the 
committee as information that we received a cheque 
for some $60 million two days ago. So that promise 
is partly fulfilled and we have already designated that 
money and have work projects in excess of that 
committed for 1983. We've gone ahead with additional 
investment of some $140 million this year. Our target 
is to complete 125 miles of double track by this fall. 

I won't elaborate on the Crow rate comparisons. We 
all know that the meaning of $1  ha� changed a lot in 
recent decades. You see Table 1 .  at the bottom of Page 
9, showing that while rail rates have not increased over 
the last 1 5  years, primary elevator rates increased by 
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some 300 percent, terminal elevators by over 200 
percent, lake freight by almost 200 percent, seaboard 
handling by over 700 percent, and ocean transportation 
by 126 percent. 

The Western Transport Initiative is a result of long 
and extensive consultation; a process in which diverse 
interests were represented. To reach a balanced, 
comprehensive solution to such a complex and far­
reaching problem, there had to be give-and-take from 
all parties. From CN Rail's point of view, the Western 
Transportation Initiative will help in several ways: 

Obviously providing better compensation to the 
railways for the work they do; 
lt will enable the railways to continue to serve 
grain shippers effectively, and to make important 
capacity increases; 
lt will provide a major stimulus to Canadian 
economic recovery, particularly in the west; 
lt will replace a patchwork of partial financial 
assistance measures with a conprehensive long­
term solution to the problem, which will enable 
all g rain system participants to plan with 
confidence in the future. 

The federal initiative clears the way for CN to advance 
major work in 1983. Over the planning period from 
1983 to 1987, the grain resolution will mean a 73 percent 
increase in capital expenditure, raising the amount CN 
Rail can invest in plant expansion from $2. 1  billion to 
a new total of $3.7 billion. That's estimated to create 
about 9,700 person-years of work. 

The next section is on "How the System Works." We 
realize that you have discussed this extensively with 
many parties. We have, we feel, a little more detail here 
than in the summary paper that you have tabled. I think 
it important only to hit some of the very key highlights. 

In terms of the government financial commitments, 
there is the Crow benefit; the protection from large 
increases in transportation costs, the 3 to 6 percent; 
the Branch Line Rehabilitation Program to continue, 
another $670 million, for a total of $ 1 . 1  billion to that 
program; the 3,840 extra hopper cars - that will bring 
the total federal commitment to 1 5,000 cars, which is 
worth about $900 million at current prices - the $204 
mi l l ion agricultural adjustment payment; the 
complementary assistance package as totalling $250 
million. 

If I might dwell for a moment - you've heard many 
comments about the $ 1 75 m i l l ion Agricultural 
Development Program which goes both east and west 
tor farm improvements, soil and water research,  
marketing assistance and what not - but i f  I might for 
a second dwell on the $75 m il lion Industrial 
Development Program. That is intended to enable 
western industries to take advantage of the 
opportunities presented by railway investments and by 
the new grain transportation regime. We will be holding 
in conjunction with the Federal Department of Regional 
and Economic Expansion, a regional industrial 
expansion drive, a seminar in Winnipeg, in June. There 
will be invitations to all electronics firms, communication 
firms, metal fabricators, and so forth, to attend. I would, 
by way of this comment, urge you to recommend to 
any firms that you think might qualify in this area to 
attend those seminars. We will have a large number 
of procurement specialists with quality and quantity 
projections able to talk with any of the small industries, 
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the specialized firms, the high technology industries on 
the kind of needs that CN and the resource industries 
will require over the decade. 

In terms of the legislative commitments, I think the 
key thing from the railway point of view is that the 
government does indeed plan for control over railway 
rates, which we know is a concern to many people 
here. lt also provides for a system of improvements. 
These include performance and investment guarantees, 
and a strengthened transportation coordinating agency. 
Also, with the extensive review scheduled for 1985-86, 
there will be an evaluation of how the plan is working 
and an attempt to make appropriate improvements. 

On the question of method of payments from a railway 
perspective, you will note that the railways receive all 
of their compensation for grain on the basis of the 
actual volume shipped. The new rate scale will show 
two payments to the railways for each tonne shipped: 
the portion paid by the Federal Government, and the 
portion paid by the shipper or producer. 

If I may jump to page 16, Table 3, a comparison is 
given there of what the producer would pay between 
1981-82 and 1985-86. I think it's important that there 
be an improved understanding of the d ifference 
between the gross payment and the net payment. If 
we look at the bottom line, 1985-86, while the gross 
payment under Constant Volumes scenario would be 
$19 per tonne, the net would be at $8.00. If volumes 
do increase, as projected by the Canadian Wheat Board 
and the Federal Government, the gross payment would 
be $19.5 with the net payment $9.35. 

With respect to annual rate adjustments, each year's 
grain rate will be set by the Canadian Transport 
Commission by April 30. lt will reflect forecast tonnages 
and costs for transporting grain in the forthcoming year. 
Every four years a major costing review wil l  be 
undertaken by the CTC, to set a new cost base that 
reflects productivity improvements or changes. The next 
major cost review will occur in calendar year 1984. 

Looking beyond '85-86, under a Constant Volume 
scenario of 31 million tonnes, the producers net cost 
would be $24 per tonne, or 50 percent of the full cost. 
If the volumes increase to say 41 million tonnes, the 
farmer would be paying $27 per tonne, or some 60 
percent of the cost. If, however, we do hit 40 million 
tonnes or better, that's a 30 percent increase in the 
amount of grain handled by the railways in a record 
year, '81-82. 

We mentioned previously the current level of 
shipments as being sustained as a result of the low 
level of traffic in other commodities, that is freed line 
capacity and made available even railway-owned 
covered hopper cars, normally used for other 
commodities. In fact, some 15 percent of CN's grain 
movements in 1982 were in CN Rail-owned cars, that's 
about 2 million tonnes, and we take a little bit of pride 
in hoping that farmers will recognize that that cap is 
at least at 3 1 . 1  million instead of the 27, 28 or 29 million 
tonnes that otherwise would have been the case. 

There have been changes to the existing Crow rate 
scale. Mr. Gosman can get into a great amount of detail 
with you, if you so desire, in the question period. I think 
the key points to make are simply this, that there were 
many anomalies. The old structure was not exactly 
distance related, so there has been a committee which 
has included the farmer-owned grain companies and 
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the farm organizations. Over 90 percent of the changes 
are less than 1 cent per cwt and in about 99 percent 
of the cases, the change is less than 2 cents per cwt. 

The following table on Page 19 illustrates how the 
New Base Rate Scale will affect the six points in 
Manitoba and we've selected the six points at which 
you were holding hearings. You can see the largest 
change is at Morden, rising from the equivalent of 1 5  
cents per cwt t o  16. 18. Most of them are much smaller 
than that and the range in the new scale is between 
325 per tonne and 421 per tonne, 325 at Winnipeg 
versus 421 at Swan River. 

In terms of railway concerns, one key area of course 
is compensation. The solution proposed by Dr. Gilson, 
as modified by the Federal Government, is obviously 
a welcome step forward. lt curtails the drain on our 
resources. However, it does not go all the way to full 
compensation as received from other traffic. 

During the Gilson consultations, we presented a case 
for 35 percent contribution, which is just about what 
our average contri bution is derived from other 
commercial traffic. That contribution was eventually set 
at 20 percent of the volume-related variable cost. 

Another problem area for us was the phasing-in 
program and because we are not getting paid in total 
until 1985-86, that has cost the railway some $344 
million. 

Another concern is delayed payments. I believe all 
the members are aware of the concern that producers 
have about not being paid their final payment 
sometimes on time. lt appears under the current regime 
that we will not be paid for our fuel, wages and materials 
until as much as 90 days after the end of the crop year. 
So that means that we'll be financing a very sizeable 
portion of the operation. 

A comment on New Commodities under the statutory 
rate. This has been discussed previously. The railways 
will forego between $3 million to $5 million per year 
when canola meal and oil are added to the list of 
products covered by the statutory rate. 

Performance Guarantees. These guarantees and the 
proposed sanctions that are to be in the legislation, 
are very unique to grain transportation. We certainly 
hope they will help to structure the whole system for 
improved efficiency and we believe that to do this, they 
should be extended to other parts of the system and 
not apply to the railways alone. 

Performance guarantees should help to ensure 
farmers that there will be measurable improvements 
in return for their higher rates. However, if they are 
limited to the railways they will be less effective, and 
could conceivably leave the railways "holding the bag" 
for problems they can't control. I must say we do 
recognize that under the current structure, the grain 
producer is left holding the bag as well. 

In 1974-75, for example, a vintage year for labour­
management problems where we had over half of the 
working days in that crop year obstructed with some 
form of labour strain. Seventeen bargaining units 
between the farm and the boat and railways with 
performance guarantees would obviously have an 
incentive, and it is hopeful the other players would, to 
maintain very stable and productive labour relations if 
we thought that there was $30 million or $50 million 
that might be held back if we didn't hit our tonnage 
targets. 
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The last section on the Manitoba Resolution, we 
simply repeat it, so I'll jump up to Page 24. The first 
concern is the point on the principle of the statutory 
rate. We would define those principles as controlling 
the rates and providing subsidies and the federal 
initiative clearly maintains rate controls. There are 
absolutely no changes allowed without federal review 
and approval. Grain shipments will continue to be the 
only commdity carried on Canadian railways under such 
freight rate regulation. 

The promise of the Crow benefit is of course a major 
federal commitment. The rationale for that subsidy and 
the infrastructure subsidies for hopper cars and branch 
lines, is to offset the competitive disadvantage of 
Canadian producers, vis-a-vis their major competitors 
in terms of distance to market. 

Your second concern is on cost protection. We feel 
this is add ressed in three ways by the Western 
Transportation Initiative. The first is the Crow benefit 
of course and that's, in effect, a federal commitment 
to absorb the effects of inflation which have incurred 
for some 85 years. Unt i l  now, the railways have 
absorbed most of this. 

Secondly, the producer's responsibility for future 
annual costs is capped at a maximum of 3 percent for 
the first three years and six percent beyond. So that's 
a shield against inflation which is enjoyed by no other 
industry in Canada to our knowledge. 

Third ly, the federal commitment to hopper car 
purchases and branch line rehabilitation does remove 
two very major cost components from what the 
producers would have to pay. Everybody can come up 
with their own number but I might suggest the cost of 
hopper cars is about equivalent to one Crow, so instead 
of the full costs today being 5.3 Crow, it might more 
appropriately be set at 6.3 or 6.5 or 6.2. 

Now we feel those three items do provide substantive 
cost protection for grain farmers. However, we would 
not oppose any further self-help measures such as a 
stabi lization mechanism l inking the producer's 
transportation payments to his ability to pay as reflected 
in the price of grain. That arrangement could be worked 
out between the Federal Government and the 
producers. 

I think it's fair to say as long as that impacted on 
only those two organizations, we would be ful ly 
supportive of that principle and I guess to that extent 
we would concur with Mr. Parker's urging of this 
committee to propose such amendments to the Federal 
House. 

We would have some obvious concerns if someone 
came up with a mechanism that made the railway rates 
directly proportional to the price of grain or suggested 
that the railways should bear the shortfall in bad years 
without any opportunity for some of the windfall in better 
years. 

The third point you raise was with respect to the 
competitive international market and we all recognize 
that grain can only be sold in the competitive world 
markets if Canadian producers have a reliable, efficient 
and effective rail system. 

This system is needed to keep Canadian grain 
competitive despite our extra distance to tide-water 
and I must say that Canadian coal producers and potash 
producers are much farther from market than their main 
competitors and without wanting to overly blow our 
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horn, I think both the coal shippers and the potash 
shippers are on record, that one of the key reasons 
why they can maintain a very competitive position in 
world markets is by the kind of systems and 
performance that the Canadian railways do provide. 

The fourth point is on distortion in rates among the 
crops. There have been several discrepancies removed 
including the higher rate on canola and flax seed. 
Westbound rates, export rates, are to be extended to 
several commodities including corn, which previously 
only had such rates for eastward movements to Thunder 
Bay and also linseed meal and oil and canola meal and 
oil will be added to the list. 

Your point five relates to the high taxes on farm inputs, 
such as fuel. CN Rail is in a good position to appreciate 
this concern. In both Manitoba and Saskatchewan, the 
two provinces subscribing to this resolution, the 
provincial tax on d iesel fuel consumed by C N 's 
locomotives is higher than anywhere else in Canada. 

lt should be noted that since grain is by far the largest 
volume commodity in both provinces, most of the 
provincial fuel tax levy will be applicable to the railway 
costs for grain movement. This means they will show 
up in one form or another in the new grain freight rates. 

Your sixth point, performance guarantees - we believe 
that sufficient railway performance guarantees do exist 
in the proposed legislation. This is a specific mandate 
of the new Grain Transportation Agency and the new 
senior Grain Transportation Committee which will 
include grain producers as well as the Canadian Wheat 
Board and the trade. Up to 40 percent of the 
contribution to direct costs may be withheld if tonnage 
targets are not met and the railway is at fault. 

There is also a strong likelihood that performance 
guarantees will be extended to other parts of the grain 
forwarding system, so that they would have incentives 
and penalties similar to those of the railways. CN Rail 
fully supports this intention. 

The last point, the Western Ca,(ladian consensus -
and perhaps we should be timid ,and not offer any 
comments here - but I think it is important to record 
from our perspective that virtually all of the non­
agricultural business sector has expressed support for 
the Western Transport Initiative and in the agricultural 
community, there was widespread support for the 
recommendations of Dr. Gilson. Many of those groups 
which supported his report appear ready to support 
the WTI if some key amendments are made to bring 
it closer to Dr. Gilson's recommendations. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you very much, Mr. Campbell. 
Are there any questions from members of the committee 
for Mr. Campbell? 

Mr. Bucklaschuk. 

HON. J. BUCKLASCHUK: Yes, it 's a very 
comprehensive brief and I must admit, it's very-difficult 
to absorb all the amount of material in this short period 
of time. I want to just ask questions about one specific 
section, on Page 1 3, "Complementary assistance 
totalling $250 million will be put into two programs. 
This includes a $175 million agricultural development 
program covering farm improvement . . . " and so on. 

Now, the presenter of the brief is addressing a 
committee of the Manitoba Legislature and of course 
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we're interested in Western Canada. I would be 
interested in knowing where this $ 1 75 million is to be 
spent? 

MR. D. CAMPBELL: I am not privy to an exact 
breakdown by province or by specific category. I know 
that in the soil and water research area, $20 million 
has been designated. I believe it's to be designated 
for the Province of Saskatchewan. I 'm sure that there 
is a large l ist. The sen ior federal official of the 
Department of Agriculture Canada, I 'm sure, could 
provide the detailed information. As I mentioned earlier, 
there is a significant amount of money in that fund that 
is going as well to Eastern Canada. I have not seen a 
provincial break down. 

HON. J. BUCKLASCHUK: Continuing on that, this is 
exactly the d ifficulty I have when we are being 
confronted with all these benefits that wil l  apparently 
accrue to - I say "apparently" - to Western Canada, 
and I want to illustrate exactly the difficulty I have, 
because here I have the Canadian Poultryman, March, 
1983 issue, totally in English except for two pages. 
"Adieu corbeau" that means the Crow doesn't flap or 
whatever - entirely in French - and I must admit my 
French is not that good, but I want to list a number 
of things. 

Here are some of the benefits that are going to accrue 
to Quebec: First of all, in the next five years, allocation 
of $80 million dollars in aid directed to the Quebec 
producers; (2) the Government of Canada will dedicate 
some $13 million for the adoption of an information 
system through satellite, and so on; (3) The Government 
of Canada will identify other areas that will help the 
agriculture industry." Then they list them. "St. ArsEme, 
$10 million; St. Arsene, $30 million; St. Jean, $16  million; 
Lavaltrie, .4 million." I added those up - $149.4 million. 
This ad is done by Agriculture Canada. I presume that 
$ 1 75 million, which we are being led to believe will be 
of benefit to Western Canada, 149.4 of that 1 75 is 
being spent in Quebec to help with M r. Pepin's political 
problems. Any comments on that? 

MR. D. CAMPBELL: As I said earlier, I am not in a 
position to either agree or d isagree with your 
mathematics. The important thing - and it is confusing 
and I think it is the fault of the Federal Government 
that there is some confusion in this area - I think you 
are aware that the Federal Ministry of Agriculture very 
recently took over responsibility for various programs 
that were formerly administered under the Department 
of Regional Expansion. There is a combination of funds 
that would have been administered through DREE that 
have been, I believe, blended into this particular fund. 

I know there are research monies going to St. 
Hyacinthe in Quebec. There are also, I believe, research 
dollars going all across the country, and I don't know 
the proportion. If the total for Quebec is 149, I think 
that's a blend of the various funds that have been 
administered through DREE in the past, so I do not 
think that it's correct to suggest that Quebec is getting 
$149 million worth out of a total of $175 million worth; 
but as I mentioned earlier, I have not seen a specific 
breakdown. 

I would suggest, if I might, that I am aware that some 
Provincial Governments are lobbying strongly for a large 

170 

share of that money, and I would assume that your 
Minister is doing likewise. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Plohman. 

HON. J. PLOHMAN: Mr. Chairman, the Pepin proposal 
states in Point No. 5 that freight rates will remain 
generally distance related. As a representative of CN, 
how do you interpret that? 

MR. D. CAMPBELL: Again, if you want some specific 
examples, I would defer to Mr. Gosman. As you are 
aware, the original rate zone map was set up some 90 
years ago. lt was generally done in zones. In some 
places, it was 50-mile break points; in others, it was 
20; in others, 25. 

In addition, there were some cases where, after 
Canadian Pacific had a rate - let's suggest 20 cents 
a hundred at Regina - Canadian National had a longer 
distance to Regina, but voluntarily dropped its rate one 
or two or three cents to be competitive. You have other 
examples of branch line sections being abandoned and 
the old rate having remained the same when perhaps 
now the new connection to that same shipping point 
is either longer or shorter. 

So the general intent was to try and provide a direct 
relationship between distance and the rate. Now, that 
is not a straight line on a graph. lt has three specific 
slopes, and I would ask Peter to perhaps elaborate a 
little bit for you if you want the detail. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Gosman. 

MR. P. GOSMAN: Thank you. The rate scale that we 
- I guess we as we in consultation with the Rates Task 
Force members, which included the Pools and other 
members - took the . . . 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Gosman, could you just raise 
the mike a little and speak more directly into it. I think 
some of the people in the back are having trouble 
hearing. 

MR. P. GOSMAN: Sure. The work we did on the scale 
was to attempt to remove d istortions, as Doug 
discussed. Probably the most basic distortion is that 
CN and CP had a different scale. They were not the 
same. There is one point just as an example, Wadena, 
Saskatchewan, where the rates are different, although 
to the same ports. We took then and iJiended and 
created a single scale. lt is probably a more pure 
distance-related scale. lt is created on 25-mile blocks. 
The revenues that we will accrue or would have accrued 
in 1980 are indeed about $1 million less than we actually 
acrrued, so there was no attempt in this scale to get 
something out of it. lt was an attempt to remove 
distortions. The request was by the Pools and the grain 
producers. They felt they needed a scale which was 
more distance related. That is indeed the case. 

The only, I guess, so-called anomalies that we have 
left in it are the reductions that have been made in 
history for competitive reasons. What was in the tariff 
in 1981 will remain, and the reason for that is that it 
was felt that whatever historical relationships exist 
amongst the grain companies, that they should be 
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maintained at least initially so that we do not, by creating 
a pure distance-related scale from a point like Regina, 
create competitive disadvantages by reason of location 
only. They have been maintained. 

We have removed the cent-and-a-half differential that 
applied to rapeseed and flaxseed. We have also 
removed the differential that applied to NAR origins. 
In history, NAR was a separate railroad. There was a 
set of rates which were higher off NAR points than 
they would off equivalent distance CN points. That has 
been removed. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Plohman. 

HON. J. PLOHMAN: Just to follow up, to say within 
an area where there are some branch lines that still 
exist, do you see variable rates or, say, higher rates 
being charged on a branch line by CN, or that CN 
would be able to do that, utilizing those higher rates 
to encourage farmers to haul to the main line facilities, 
for example? Is that possible under this proposal? 

MR. P. GOSMAN: I think that's probably one of the 
greatest misconceptions that exist. The statute, by law, 
says you are not allowed to charge a rate higher than 
the rate which is applicable to the distance. Both the 
distances and the rates are monitored by CTC. That's 
a very specific point within the regulations. 

What is more relevant, I think, than what has been 
asked, will we be allowed to reduce rates on main line 
points to encourage grain off branch line points. Again, 
there is no rate reduction or no change in rates that 
can be implemented without the specific, I guess, 
without the CTC saying you can do it. There is, I guess, 
a long mechanism to do that. You have to publish your 
intentions seven months in advance of a rate change. 
All parties who have an interest or feel they would be 
harmed have a right to make representation to the CTC 
either from the point of view of being included in that 
rate, or having the rate disallowed. lt is up then to the 
CTC to say that, yes, these other additional points can 
be included, or you have to drop the rate proposal. lt 
is then, I guess, the rail roads who can decide to include 
those who have been deemed to be included by the 
CTC or withdraw that rate application. So I don't think, 
in a system like that, there is going to be much 
opportunity for the railroads or for anybody to slip 
variable rates in under the new scale. 

I would also like to point out that the money we get 
from the Federal Government is in direct proportion 
to the amount of money paid to us by the shipper. 
Every penny we reduce off the base rate scale also 
results in three or four or five cents off these government 
payments. We have fought a long time for wh3re we 
stand today. lt's not something we'd do lightly. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Plohman. 

HON. J. PLOHMAN: Just to follow up then. From what 
you said, you could offer lower rates if the CTC agreed? 

MR. P. GOSMAN: These rate proposals for reductions 
would come to us from producers - and I 'm assuming 
these would be pools, or points, or origins we feel they 
are harmed by the new scale, and we are looking at 
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a whole new environment. If that proposal is put forward 
to us, by us to the CTC and it went through the review 
process and was accepted by the CTC - yes, we could 
reduce rates. 

HON. J. PLOHMAN: Mr. Chairman, I just want to ask, 
would you acknowledge that the CTC has the record 
of delivering decisions in favour of CN, from applications 
that you have made over the last number of years? 

MR. P. GOSMAN: I suggest if you checked CN's track 
record in legal cases involving the CTC, we'd probably 
have the Charlie Brown record. I don't know of one 
case we've won. 

HON. J. PLOHMAN: Mr. Chairman, particularly with 
regard to rail abandonments, I would have to disagree. 
Would you say that applies with the applications you've 
made for branch line abandonments? 

MR. P. GOSMAN: In some cases we've been successful 
in branch line abandonments. I would suggest that the 
couple of hundred million dollars a year paid by the 
Federal Government to both railroads, would also attest 
the fact that there are large segments of branch lines 
which we have been unsuccessful in. 

MR. D. CAMPBELL: Mr. Chairman, I think it's important 
to add that being successful i n  branch l ine 
abandonments can be a little bit misleading. I think 
it's important to point out that when the railway is losing 
money on a particular line, whether it wants to keep 
that line or not, it has to apply for abandonment in 
order to collect the subsidy. So we are forced obviously 
into applying, in order for the subsidy mechanism to 
kick in. So the fact that we have made application, in 
our opinion, is an application to receive a subsidy, not 
an application to abandon the territory. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Plohman. 

HON. J. PLOHMAN: So, Mr. Chairman, you would say 
then you are forced into applying for abandonment and 
then in more cases than not, you are granted that 
abandonment? 

MR. D. CAMPBELL: No, just the opposite. In most 
cases, the review which the Canadian Transport 
Commission has undertaken, finds that the continuation 
of the line is in the public interest, if they do find that 
continuation of the line is in the public interest, if they 
accept the railway's submission on costs - and they 
have full access to our books - then we can receive a 
branch line subsidy. 

HON. J. PLOHMAN: I would just ask one further 
question to that. Is that trend continued equally 
throughout the years, or would you say in the last few 
years the request that you've been more successful 
than not with regard to abandonments? And we use 
the word successful with your definition and explanation 
that you gave. 

MR. D. CAMPBELL: Well, first of all, the opportunity 
to obtain a branch line subsidy did not occur until the 
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passage of The National Transportation Act in 1967. 
Payments did not begin until 1970. You are aware that 
there have been various federal moves, one including 
a guaranteed network, guaranteed to the year 2000. 
lt has only been on the proportion of lines that were 
not guaranteed, not protected, that the branch line 
abandonment possibility exists, so we obviously have 
made application on those lines where we are losing 
money. 

HON. J. PLOHMAN: Mr. Chairman, that didn't answer 
the question. I just asked whether the trend, in terms 
of success in applications for abandonment by CN, has 
been approximately the same throughout that period, 
or whether you've been meeting with more success in 
the last couple of years with regard to abandonments. 

MR. D. CAMPBELL: Okay. I think perhaps I should 
have stated that of the mileage that was not protected 
by the Order-in-Council of 1974-75, there was some 
6,000 miles that were left in limbo. The Hall Commission 
was asked specifically to address the future of those 
lines. They roughly suggested that one-third should be 
added into the guaranteed network. That 
recommendation was accepted. They suggested that 
one-third a case to maintain those lines could not be 
made and that they should go to the CTC for due 
process (we all would assume abandonment); and in 
one-third of the other remaining one-third, they said 
for whatever reasons of uncertainty, they could not make 
a decision on whether that line should be maintained 
or not, and they suggested that a further review process 
- I believe it was called the Prairie Grain Authority -
PRA - be set up to further evaluate that middle category. 

So the abandonments that are getting press, if you 
will, are the ones that were in the bottom third category 
where the Canadian Transport Commission has held 
their hearings on the lines that M r. Hall and others 
could not make a case for retention. So as one would 
expect, that on that bottom third of that unprotected 
network, most of those cases have been dealt with and 
most of those, the CTC has recommended 
abandonment within five years. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Orchard. 

MR. D. ORCHARD: Thank you, M r. Chairman. I was 
just distracted there by my honourable friend here. 

Mr. Campbell, on Page 13 you mention, "Branch line 
rehabilitation will continue," a $670 million total. What's 
the projections for Manitoba rehabilitation over the next 
several years? 

MR. D. CAMPBELL: I 'm sorry M r. Orchard, I cannot 
give you an exact number. 

MR. D. ORCHARD: Any approximate number? 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Gosman. 

MR. P. GOSMAN: We can provide that for you, but 
we don't have them with us. 

MR. D. ORCHARD: Okay, fine. On Page 1 6 ,  M r. 
Campbell, you develoP.ed some figures on What The 
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Producer Might Pay - Table 3. Now, your figures have 
been developed on the prairie average of 489 per metric 
tonne. Now the basic question I have is, can I do the 
simple cross-calculation that with the Manitoba average 
being 365, can I use multiples in there and determine 
the 1 985-86 by simple mult iple? Would that be 
accurate? 

MR. D. CAMPBELL: Generally. 

MR. D. ORCHARD: M r. Chairman, you wouldn't have 
something like a 5 percent error? You'd be pretty well 
on? 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Gosman. 

MR. P. GOSMAN: These numbers are a demonstration 
out of the Federal Initiatives handout. The principle 
behind this is the increasing of a Base Rate. To the 
extent the rate is lower, you would increase the rate 
by the same percentages that are generated through 
a cost-change per year to the factoring-in of the volume. 
So, yes, I think your answer is right, that you could 
draw the same sort of relationships to these numbers 
in a lower rate. 

MR. D. ORCHARD: Now, you made the point on Page 
27 of taxes on farm fuels. Now, what is your 
understanding of how you wil l  be calculating your costs 
for a proposed new freight rate structure? Will you be 
calculating those costs on a province-by-province basis, 
and establishing freight rates on a province-by-province 
basis? 

MR. P. GOSMAN: No. 
Are you referring to the building in of the fuel tax 

into freight rates? Is that what you're . . . 

MR. D. ORCHARD: That's where I 'm heading. 

MR. P. GOSMAN: The costs are developed on a system 
average unit cost basis for developing the cost per unit, 
per gross tonne mile, or what have you. These are then 
applied to specific work units within a geographic area; 
the size of a train between Winnipeg and Thunder Bay 
as an example. So these numbers will find their way 
into the freight rate to the extent they find their way 
into our system averages. 

MR. D. ORCHARD: So then conceivably you've made 
the point in here that in Manitoba, and Saskatchewan, 
the two provinces subscribing to this resolution, the 
provincial tax on d iesel fuel consumed by CN's 
locomotives is higher than anywhere else in Canada. 
Conceivably we could have grain shippers in Alberta 
subsidizing our additional diesel fuel tax in Manitoba? 

MR. P. GOSMAN: Yes. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: M r. Orchard. 

MR. D. ORCHARD: No that's fine, M r. Chairman. 

MR. P. GOSMAN: If it will make you feel any better, 
so will the shippers in Quebec. 
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MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Uskiw. 

HON. S. USKIW: Mr. Campbell, on page 2 1 ,  you talk 
about new commodities that are going to brought under 
your statutory rates, and that you will be foregoing $3 
million to $5 million per year. Is that not a contradiction 
since you are going to be on compensatory rates with 
the new system? How could you then be losing $3 
mi l l ion to $5 mi l l ion a year by including other 
commodities? Or are you saying that the new system 
rates wil l  sti l l  be below what is now normally 
compensatory rates in the market system? 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Campbell. 

MR. D CAMPBELL: If I might, I'll defer to Mr. Gosman. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Gosman. 

MR. F! GOSMAN: The $3 million to $5 million number 
there is the estimate between the current rate for 
moving oil and meal at what is today MCR rates, and 
the Crow rate that will be in effect. 

HON. S. USKIW: Would you explain how that arises? 
Perhaps maybe I should throw what I think it is? You 
might want to correct me on it. Are you saying that 
you're now hauling on what we call full compensatory 
rates? This will then be, after the changes, minimum 
compensatory rates? Is that what you're saying? 

MR. F! GOSMAN: Okay. The number right now, the 
best way to describe it, the rate, we'll say, for example, 
from Saskatoon to Armstrong, might be $ 1 2  on an 
MCR,  with the C row rate today is $4.00. The 
calculations, those numbers, there's a difference 
between the two. 

HON. S. USKIW: No, but you're going to be hauling, 
after the Crow change, at full compensatory rates, so 
how could be giving any up? 

MR. F! GOSMAN: That $3 million to $5 million number 
is a number that was calculated for the interim payment. 
This year we've been paid for moving MCR traffic. I 
guess we're now two-thirds of the way through this 
crop year. We will have to refund the equivalent of 
about $3 million to $5 million this year for that portion 
of money we got at M CR. We have had to reduce those 
rates back to Crow. 

HON. S. USKIW: Well, I can understand the difference 
between full rates and Crow rates adding up to a certain 
number, but once the Crow is abolished and the railways 
have full compensation, then how can we keep talking 
about foregoing revenue. 

MR. P. GOSMAN: That $3 mi l l ion to $5 mi l l ion 
represents a 1982-83 crop year number. If you were 
to draw a comparison between MCR and a Crow rate 
at a level of compensation, that number would be less. 
In ensuing years it would be less but a number, because 
the MCR rate today is higher than the Crow rate will 
be, at least, in the phase-in period. 

HON. S. USKIW: At what point then are you at a break­
even or better position with the new regime? 
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MR. F! GOSMAN: Well, I guess our case, we have made 
a case that, or perhaps the process has made a case, 
that we will be at a break-even point in terms of our 
variable costs as the process kicks in. We would then 
start to receive a contribution which would make us 
better than variable costs. I guess your definition of 
break-even, our definition and one we try to put forward 
is that there is a considerable amount of money withheld 
by our definition, not I guess a definition shared by 
everybody. 

HON. S. USKIW: You would then agree with me that 
this particular statement overstates the case by far 
once you have the new regime? 

MR. F! GOSMAN: lt overstates it in ensuing years. lt 
doesn't overstate it, in our opinion, in this current crop 
year. 

HON. S. USKIW: No, that's fine. You see it talks about 
per year, and it implies in perpetuity, and I simply thought 
I should bring that to your attention. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Further questions? 
Mr. Harapiak. 

MR. H. HARAPIAK: Mr. Chairman, I'd like to just 
address a few questions. 

As a railroader, I recognize the benefits that will be 
coming to my brothers on the railroad who are 
employed by it, the increased employment that's going 
on. If my brothers around the table have their way, I 
will be back on the railroad in four years, so I want to 
make sure that there's a job left to go back to in The 
Pas. 

In the new scale, it seems very complicated. Could 
you tell me if those new rates apply to the Port of 
Churchill, or are you disregarding the Port of Churchill 
altogether? 

MR. F! GOSMAN: Well, I guess I can answer that. 
What you have in front of you is the rate to Thunder 

Bay. Now, this rate scale applies equally to Churchill. 
The only rate we put in was the rate to Thunder Bay. 
That is a rate, I guess, for Manitoba which is most 
relevant to grain shippers but the rate does apply equally 
to Churchill based on a distance related scale. 

MR. H. HARAPIAK: I guess I should stop being 
parochial for a moment and go to a global question. 

On page 20, you talked about compensation. lt says 
that - and I'll quote from your report - "The solution 
proposed by Dr. Gilson, as modified by the Federal 
Government, is a welcome step forward which curtails 
the drain on our resources from moving grain. However, 
it does not go all the way to full compensation as 
received from other traffic." 

Taking that into consideration, when our economy 
turns around - and I'm an optimist, I believe it will -
what priority will grain receive compared to coal, sulfur, 
and the other commodities, which at this time, when 
there's a rationing, the grain has a very low priority? 
Where will the grain fit in seeing as you won't be getting 
full compensation for movement of grain? 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Campbell. 

I 
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MR. D. CAMPBELL: Mr. Chairman, that's not an easy 
question as I'm sure the committee is aware. Because 
grain is, and we mentioned 24 percent of our work in 
1982, we don't want to have that as a misleading figure. 
Our average over the last three or four years has been 
closer to 1 7  percent or 18 percent. it's because of the 
recession that that number is up a little higher. 

We, of course, do not control the marketplace with 
respect to grain. Our job is to attempt to move it to 
the best of our ability. I guess the only place that we 
would see it being extremely relevant as to who had 
priority would be in a situation of congestion which is 
what we were very near, on our main lines to the west 
in particular, a situation which would return very quickly 
if traffic does improve and we cannot make the capacity 
expansions. So that would be the only place that anyone 
would dare entertain the possibility of giving higher 
priority to higher revenue traffic. 

I guess part of the problem that the compensation 
package causes for CN is because of the various cost 
elements - and many of them are very complex - we 
do not see enough remuneration to be going out and, 
for example, purchasing hopper cars for the movement 
of grain. Our funds are very very limited. If we can 
make a higher return on a different investment that's 
where we would put our scarce resources. 

Under the current situation, of course, others are 
providing the cars. We do not know and will not know 
until post '85-86 how cars will be paid for. So it's 
because of the less than adequate allowances for 
various cost components that we must say we would 
love to be able to come out and say that the level of 
remuneration is so attractive that we will supply all of 
the equipment, that we would supply 7 -day service, 
but in the real world we have limited resources, limited 
capabilities and it just would be very very difficult to 
do the kind of things that some people would like to 
see for the grains' industry, given the current level of 
compensation. Now perhaps the cars or other aspects 
would be provided by Federal or Provincial or other 
sources. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Harapiak. 

MR. H. HARAPIAK: In other words, Mr. Campbell, there 
is no guarantee that the grain will be moved any better 
than it is at this point? 

MR. D. CAMPBELL: Guarantee is a relative word. As 
we've mentioned before, and with as much as $30-odd 
million being withheld in 1980, if we don't hit the tonnage 
targets, we view that as a very strong incentive to hit 
those targets. 

it would also be our responsibility to inform the Grain 
Transport Authority, and through that all members of 
the trade, if we felt there were reasons beyond our 
financial or physical capabilities to get their required 
volumes through and hopeful ly those problems, 
concerns, would be addressed by the GTA, the Federal 
Government of the senior committee. 

MR. H. HARAPIAK: With the makeup of the Grain 
Transportation Committee, do you think that they would 
listen more closely to producers or to yourself as a 
transportation company moving grain? 

MR. D. CAMPBELL: Mr. Chairman, the committee 
includes some 16 or 1 7  organizations. For the first time 
this committee would include three bonafide producers. 
it also includes representation from each of the six 
major grain companies. There is a representation as 
well from the minor grain companies. There is a 
representation from the grain dealers. There is a 
representation from lake shippers. So the railways would 
have, in effect, two seats at a table of 16-odd people. 

At this point in time that is not a board of directors 
with voting structure, so there is no winner or loser in 
the sense of discussion. I think the purpose of the senior 
committee is to identify problem areas, to make those 
concerns very immediately known to the GTA and the 
Federal Government, and to strive along with the 
railways to identify and implement any efficiencies or 
improvements that would cut the cost for the system. 
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MR. CHAIRMAN: Further questions? M r. Uruski. 

HON. B. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, in answering questions 
regarding branch line abandonment, did I hear you 
correctly that in order to collect subsidies from the 
Federal Government, the CN was put in the position 
of having to apply for abandonment? Is that the main 
reason that CN has applied for abandonments on 
branch lines? 

MR. D. CAMPBELL: it would be very difficult, Mr. 
Minister, to say it was the main reason. I think we would 
have to look at a line-by-line analysis. There are some 
areas where we're handling none, or virtually no traffic, 
so our intent very clearly would be to abandon the line 
because we see it as being totally unprofitable. If we 
could abandon that l ine then we could withdraw 
whatever salvage and eliminate any maintenance costs, 
any taxation costs, whatever. 

H owever, another branch l ine abandonment 
application could apply to a very heavy density line in 
a heavily grain growing region and under a normal 
commercial environment, we would be very reticent to 
have any intent to abandon such a line. 

In those cases, the mechanism was, we had to go 
under Section 252-258 of The Railway Act, to go through 
the steps of applying "for abandonment" to become 
eligible for the subsidy. So it depends very much on 
the individual case. 

HON. B. URUSKI: Given that scenario that now with 
the changes in the Crow that the railways will be paid 
towards their "operating costs", can we 1 10w assume 
that branch line abandonment in Western Canada will 
become a thing of the past? 

MR. D. CAMPBELL: Well, first of all, we have to 
separate again the guaranteed network from the lines 
that are not g uaranteed. 

HON. B. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, if the railways receive 
revenues to cover generally system-wide grain hauling 
because your costs are based on system-wide costs 
and branch lines are part of that system, if adequate 
revenues of compensation are received by railways on 
the system-wide basis, my question is, can we assume 
that branch line abandonment on a system-wide will 
become a thing of the past? 
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MR. D. CAMPBELL: I don't  bel ieve it can be 
categorically stated in such firm terms, no. Certainly, 
we would have no obvious intent in the near term to 
contemplate it from our behalf. it's possible that the 
shippers on the line, whether the producers or the 
elevator companies may face some dilemmas, may 
choose to receive that subsidy money in some other 
form. That's a decision that they will have to make. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Order please. Take a one-minute 
recess while the master tape is changed and then we'll 
proceed with further questions. Just one minute. 

Further questions? Mr. Uruski. 

HON. B. URUSKI: M r. Chairman, just so that I 
understand you correctly, you have indicated that if 
farmers should decide, with direct payments being 
made to farmers, take and use those funds to deliver 
grain to other points, that might necessitate because 
of that transfer, let's say the elevator companies were 
to, say, close down their elevators, or whatever, and 
farmers decided to move their grain delivery point 
elsewhere, that of course might necessitate an 
abandonment. Is that basically what you were saying? 

MR. D. CAMPBELL: You are suggesting, if the farmers 
and the elevator companies decided to abandon the 
line. 

HON. B. URUSKI: I wanted to understand what point 
you were making because I wasn't sure that I was clear 
on your response to myself. If you could elaborate on 
that. 

MR. D. CAMPBELL: First of all, from our vested 
interest, of course, we hope that the new legislation is 
passed. If we can assume that it's passed and that the 
method of compensation is more or less as we 
understand it at this point in time, Canadian National 
would be, in a large sense, indifferent as to the 
continuation of a grain dependent line. In other words, 
we would receive our " costs, no more, no less. Our 
preception of it is that it's roughly break even. So, you 
know, there is no strong incentive one way or the other. 
We're not out-of-pocket, but we are obviously not 
running to the bank. 

So it would be really up to the farmers and/or the 
grain companies, the people investing in grain-handling 
facilities. One can foresee instances where they might 
collectively decide that their limited investment funds 
should be concentrated on adjacent l ines. We are all 
aware that there are some cases where lines are very 
close together. The maintenance of those lines will mean 
extra cost to the total pot. So, if the farmers or the 
Senior Grain Transportation Committee decid€3 that 
a $900 million per year bill is too expensive and they 
wanted to cut it down to $800 million, and if they so 
deemed that a method of doing so would be to replace 
the current operation of a light density branch line with 
some options, they have the scope to contemplate such 
things and come up with a lower-cost collection system 
in total. That is something that we can participate with 
if asked, but we can't really initiate it because we're, 
as I say, mainly indifferent. 

If you look, as an example, at the Branch Line 
Rehabilitation Program, there is not enough money to 
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do a full rehabilitation job which, besides the bank 
widening, the drainage, the better ballast, better ties, 
in some instances it includes the replacement of 
lightweight with heavyweight rail at a cost in excess of 
a third of a million dollars per mile. That money perhaps 
could be better utilized elsewhere. it's those kinds of 
policy decisions that I believe you, as a Provincial 
Government, and the farm organizations and the senior 
committee and the GTA will wish to explore further. 

As I say, from our narrowest point of view, we would 
be indifferent to the maintenance or the abandonment 
of that line. Obviously, competitive considerations could 
come in. If the adjacent line was Brand X, perhaps we 
would try and to our limited capabilities, convince the 
grain producers and the handling companies in that 
region to maintain loyalty to our line. This would be 
obviously a novel situation in the grains industry. 

HON. B. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, you have taken me 
on a line of questioning. Using your first assumption 
that the railways would not be losing, there would be 
adequate money, what factors would you envisage being 
used as the consideration to have farmers and elevator 
companies who have their costs covered on handling 
and farmers historically using one delivery point? What 
other factors would you see as mitigating for farmers 
to change the use from one l ine to the other, 
necessitating an abandonment? What factors would 
you say would mitigate for farmers to give up a delivery 
point and a line that they have used for many years? 

MR. D. CAMPBELL: I think there is a very long list. 
We've tried to talk to farmers; we've tried to take our 
own polls to find out. I think congested elevators is a 
very common reason and, of course, some would 
suggest that's because there were not enough rail cars. 
So, if that was our line, the obvious incentive would 
be to ensure that the elevators on our line always had 
enough room to handle the farmers' grain. We have 
found, from our discussions, that farmers divert their 
shipments to alternate delivery points usually only when 
there is congestion in the system. So that would be 
one of our major objectives. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Further questions for Mr. Campbell 
or Mr. Gosman? Seeing none, gentlemen, thank you 
very much for being here today and making your 
presentation. 

Gentlemen on the committee, before we proceed any 
further this afternoon, in view of the fact that there are 
an additional 15  briefs to be heard, I think the audience 
would appreciate knowing when it would be our 
intention to take a supper break and at what time we 
would return. What is your will and pleasure? There 
has been a suggestion that we hear one more brief 
before supper. Would you rather set a time? What time 
would you like to return then? We may be able to hear 
one or two, depending on the length of the briefs or 
the questions, have a target of six o'clock to return at 
7:30. it's been suggested we adjourn before six to return 
at seven. 

it's agreed that we will adjourn before six and return 
to begin hearings again at 7:00 this evening. 

Mr. Keith Proven, National Farmers Union, Local 516. 
Mr. Proven, please proceed. 
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MR. K. PROVEN: Mr. Chairman, members of the 
committee, I would like at this time to introduce the 
mem bers of the committee from Local 5 1 6  who 
prepared this brief, Linda Murray on my left, Harold 
Proven and Cindy Murray. 

I would hope that this brief will be as entertaining 
as Mr. Moore's was. After the long Manitoba Farm 
Bureau brief, it seemed to lighten the atmosphere a 
bit and, after the CN brief, I think we need something 
to lighten the atmosphere again. 

it's unfortunate, I feel, that we have to present this 
brief. I think if the present NDP Government had been 
somewhat stronger in this Crow resolution that they 
would have come out foursquare in favour of no 
negotiations but, be that as it may, I will present our 
brief. 

Few federal legislative proposals - excuse me. Mr. 
Blake, are you listening? Mr. Blake is my M LA, I expect 
he'll listen. 

Few federal legislative proposals have created as 
much controversy or held such far-reaching economic 
and social implications for the farming community, as 
has the current proposal to scrap the statutory Crow 
rate on the movement of export grain. 

Prairie farmers are particularly affected. While much 
public confusion has existed over how farmers really 
feel about the Crow retention, this is no longer true. 
This confusion was fostered by small commod ity 
organizations and some l arge farmer-owned 
commercial organizations who claimed that they 
represented the majority of the farmers. 

Those groups represent the sector of agriculture who 
do not believe in the premise of orderly marketing, 
equality of delivery and price for equal grades. 

At this point, I could mention a number of these 
people who have represented their organizations, but 
who have unfortunately passed from active ranks of 
farming. That would be Don Gibb of Gibb Farms; Harvey 
Dann, Parkdale Farms, latterly Miami Feedlot; Dr. Bill 
Craddock, one of the largest farmers in Manitoba, 
formerly, and also vice-president of UGG; Tom Elison, 
former feed lot operator out of Selkirk; Dr. Larry Ragot, 
who used to operate Econ Consulting. 

The National Farmers Union is not denying the need 
for an adequate, up-to-date rail  system for the 
transportation of grain. However, we do seriously 
question the practicality of attempting to apply a user­
pay ph i losophy for the transportation of m ajor 
agricultural export products, which are subject to rising 
production costs and priced at highly competitive and 
fluctuating world market prices. Grain producers simply 
cannot afford it. 

As you are probably aware, the original agreement 
between the Canadian Pacific Railway and the Federal 
Government was passed in legislation in 1881 .  However, 
construction of the railway had already been started 
by the Canadian Government in 1 875 before the 
formation of the C P R .  As wel l ,  the government 
completed the construction of two major segments of 
the railway at its own expense, Fort William to Winnipeg 
and Kamloops for Fort Moody. The cost to them was 
$37,785,320.00. These lines were turned over to the 
CPR without charge. 

The government also agreed to provide the CPR with 
$25 million cash subsidy and 25 million acres of land 
for building and operating the railroad. However, this 
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understates the benefits received by the CPR. About 
60 percent of the capital invested in the construction 
of the original line came from the Municipal, Provincial 
and Federal Governments. 

Total grants to the CPR for constructing the system 
from government sources to December 3 1 ,  1977, came 
to $ 1 06.3 mi l l ion in cash and construction,  and 
43,962,546 acres of land. The CPR has realized $502 
million from the sale of lands until 1965-66, when its 
remaining holdings were turned over to its wholly-owned 
subsidiary, Marathon Realty, in a stock exchange deal. 

In spite of our opposition to any change in the Crow 
rate, we will take the time to deal with the specific 
proposals made in the Pepin plan. 

We feel that there are seven concepts contained in 
the Pepin-Gilson proposals that will lead to the 
destruction of the Western Canadian grain handling 
system. Along with the loss of the grain handling system, 
we will lose the rural infrastructure that our forefathers 
developed. 

1 .  The proposal of a rate increase for freight is one 
that cannot be accepted by farmers for purely economic 
reasons. We simply cannot afford it and in the 
foreseeable future, grain prices will certainly not support 
a five-fold increase in our freight rates. 

2. Direct payments to the farmer instead of the 
railroad, changes a grain freight subsidy into a support 
price for other farm products. 

3. Incentive carloading bonuses or variable freight 
rates will in the long run give the railroads the power 
to dictate which grain delivery points will end up taking 
most of Manitoba's grain. The big losers, besides the 
farmer who will have to truck grain much farther, will 
be the rural municipalities and the co-operative grain 
elevators - the municipalities for the expenses incurred 
in repairs and rebui lding roads and the elevator 
companies because the railroads will dictate to them 
which elevators remain open. 

4. Branch line abandonment will be another result 
of the Pepin Gilson proposal. There is no doubt that 
with a change in the Crow rate the railroads will be 
able to decrease the emphasis on the branch lines, 
and as this happens, more rural communities will slowly 
die. 

5. The proposal that would set up another agency, 
the Central Co-ordinating Committee, to allocate grain 
cars is the thin edge of the wedge which will see the 
Canadian Wheat Board slowly stripped of its powers. 
We believe that this is the real purpose behind the push 
to scrap the Crow rate. 

6. One of the benefits that is supposed :o accrue to 
Western Canada because of the loss of the Crow rate 
is increased western industrialization. We do not believe 
that this can or will happen. When you look at the 
amount of domestic crush of rapeseed that is used for 
food aid through the Canadian I nternational 
Development Agency - and that's 70 percent - that's 
how much we have to give away now as food aid. When 
you look at the decreasing flour milling industry in 
Western Canada despite flour being shipped under the 
Crow rate, the only conclusion that can be made is 
that there are other reasons for the l ack of 
industrialization in Western Canada other than the Crow 
rate. One reason would be the buying countries wanting 
to develop or strengthen their own industrial base. 
Farmers have to wonder how many pea-soup plants, 
or part-time distilleries we can support. 
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7. The livestock industry is supposed to take off with 
a loss of the Crow rate. An increase in the cost per 
bushel of shipping grain would cause an equal decrease 
in the price of the grain. We feel that the livestock 
industry should look at developing an improved 
marketing system to get better prices, rather than try 
to live on the backs on the farmers that raise feed 
grain. A realistic look at the markets for red meat 
indicate that farmers do not have much room for more 
production, no matter what the cost is. 

In summing up, there is no question that the move 
to destroy the Crow rate is simply the first step in the 
destruction of the Canadian Wheat Board and a 
complete rationalization of the grain handling system 
to that of the inland terminals. 

The political games being played concerning the Crow 
rate are very interesting,  t hat is within farm 
organizations and also government circles. 

1 .  We have the Federal Liberals split along provincial 
lines. 

2. We have the Federal Conservatives split amongst 
themselves, but basically they are for the destruction 
of the Crow rate. 

3. The Provincial New Democratic Party has been 
very lukewarm in their support of the Crow retention 
in spite of what their provincial membership wants. 

4. Premier Pawley's selection of NDP committee 
members makes us wonder how committed he is to 
the preservation of the Crow rate. 

5. Pool elevators have had a real loss in credibility 
with their misguided leadership concerning the Crow 
issue. 

We think it is safe to say that some of the leadership 
in this issue has been very suspect, if not completely 
incompetent. 

From 1970 to 1982, public investments in hopper 
cars, car repairs, branch line subsidiaries, and branch 
line rehabilitation totals $1 ,580,700,000.00. 
All of the investments in the railroads have not, nor is 
it proposed to result in the public equity in the CPR. 

We recommend to the Provincial Government that: 
( 1 )  Increase the tax on the CN-CP trucks for the 

purpose of financing rqads; 
(2) List all CPR and related company holdings 

selectively to assess and levy property and impose 
charges; 

(3) Expropriate urban land holdings relating back to 
the historic gifts to companies; 

(4) Manitoba Government should pressure the Federal 
Government to amalgamate CN and CP enterprises 
and run as a public utility at cost; 

(5) Produce maps of all mineral deposits of oil and 
natural gas held by the CPR; 

(6) Calculate and analyse future railway revenues 
based on railway and Department of Transport figures; 

(7) Project tonnage increase in bulk commodities and 
general cargoes; 

(8) Calculate the economic impact of farm incomes 
to service centres such as Brandon. 

We recommend the following information be supplied 
to Manitoba schools, libraries, and urban and rural 
municipalities by the Manitoba Government, all of which 
is respectfully submitted by National Farmers Union, 
Local 5 1 6. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you very much for your 
presentation, Mr. Proven. Questions for Mr. Proven? 
Mr. Uskiw. 
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HON. S. USKIW: Mr. Proven, I would like to deal with 
the more constructive part of your brief on Page 4. 
You raised the question, or you imply that the 
Government of Manitoba is not very interested in the 
issue. I 'm wondering what it is that you would want 
the government to do other than what it has been doing 
to effect its influence on this issue? 

MR. K. PROVEN: I think when the announcements were 
first made that the Crow was up for negotiation, that 
the Provincial Government and NDP Government 
should have stated flatly that there would be no 
negotiation on the part of the NDP Government. 

HON. S. USKIW: That's the very reason I raise that 
question because obviously then you must not be aware 
that the provinces are not involved and have not been 
involved in the negotiations with the Government of 
Canada; not by choice, but by the fact that t he 
Government of Canada, when it announced its 
intentions, had announced that a decision had been 
made and that they were not intending to consult with 
provincial governments but that they would set up a 
mechanism via Dr. Gilson to consult with farmers and 
their organizations on how to implement a decision that 
was already made. That was the way that announcement 
came through. So the provinces had no direct role to 
play vis-a-vis the Government of Canada by their choice 
and by the fact that the Government of Canada has 
constitutional jurisdiction over transportation across 
Canada. Now, how would the province then inject itself 
into that arena as a government in your view? 

MR. K. PROVEN: I understand what the Federal 
Government said about provincial involvement, but at 
no point was this Provincial Government not allowed 
to speak out very strongly and say that there would 
be no negotiations. At your convention, two years ago, 
a resolution was passed where the membership said 
there should be no negotiations and yet your 
government went ahead and negotiated the demise of 
the Crow rate. 

HON. S. USKIW: I wonder if you could clarify that for 
us. When and where and how were Provincial 
Governments anywhere in Canada involved in 
negotiating this issue? 

MR. K. PROVEN: Just before the Provincial Convention 
of 1982, Jean-Luc Pepin came in to Winnipeg and talked 
to both you and Muriel Smith. At that point, we were 
lobbying on behalf of a national meat authority at your 
convention and we discovered that all of a sudden the 
Provincial NDP Cabinet especially was not solid on the 
Crow rate, that you felt it was time for a change. 

HON. S. USKIW: Well, let me then refresh your memory. 
We had indicated to you a moment ago, or I had, that 
there were no negotiations and that was stated publicly 
by the Government of Canada, and that the only 
purpose of Jean-Luc Pepin's visit to the Provincial 
Governments was to let them know what they were 
doing, and at which time they told us they would not 
be negotiating with governments. So, I again ask you 
then, how do you arrive at the proposition that there 

I 
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were negotiations of any k ind between Provincial 
Governments and the Government of Canada? 

MR. K. PROVEN: In reference to that, on February 7, 
1 974, Co-Operator, your response to an N F U  
submission was: "Replying t o  the su bmission's 
recommendation that the 1897 Crowsnest rates for 
grain shipment by rail be retained, Mr. Uskiw said it 
was regrettable, but there is no question but they will 
be abandoned." In 1982, in August, you restated that. 

HON. S. USKIW: How does that imply negotiation? 

MR. K. PROVEN: Again, I will repeat that on the 
Convention floor in Winnipeg, we found after Jean-Luc 
Pepin had been in and offered a sum of money, a rural 
or industrial spin-off, then you were prepared to 
negotiate on the Crow. 

HON. S. USKIW: Well, I suppose you are entitled to 
your opinion. it's a new one on all of us here. There 
have never been any negotations with anyone because 
we were not invited to negotiate. In fact, we were told 
we couldn't if we wanted to. 

I would then want to ask you the follow-up on the 
second point of your brief or Item 4, rather. Who should 
have been on this committee, since you don't like the 
composition of the government members of this 
committee? 

MR. K. PROVEN: I will repeat again that this committee 
should never have had to have been struck because 
the Provincial Government should have said 
categorically that there will be no negotiations. But, 
since it has been struck, I think the NDP should have 
selected people that were very strong, in favour of 
retention of the Crow, because I'm quite certain that 
the Conservatives will be asking the question of people 
in such a way that would show that there are a lot of 
people who don't want the Crow to stay. I think the 
NDP should be placed in the position of defending 
those who want complete retention. 

HON. S. USKIW: Are you suggesting by that statement 
then that the present committee members are not 
friendly to the retention of the Crow? 

MR. K. PROVEN: I will state that I have been impressed 
by some of the questions asked; but I will repeat that 
when given the opportunity to stand up and say, no 
retention, you did not. 

HON. S. USKIW: My last question then. Since you are 
not impressed with the commitment on the part of this 
committee to the Crow issue, who or which members 
do you think in the government would have been more 
committed than this particular group? 

MR. K. PROVEN: Would you like me to list them off 
from my head? 

HON. S. USKIW: Sure, by all means. 

MR. K. PROVEN: Wilson Parasiuk, Jay Cowan, Mr. 
Harapiak, Mr. Plohman, Mr. Uruski, and I 'm not saying 
Mr. Anstett one way or the other since he's Chairman. 
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HON. S. USKIW: Obviously then, what you are saying 
is that you're not implying that the whole of this 
committe is not uncommittdd? 

MR. K. PROVEN: No. 

HON. S. USKIW: I see. Okay, that's fine. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Orchard. 

MR. D. ORCHARD: I ask this question at the risk of 
being condemned here. Keith, what area does the Local 
516 encompass? 

MR. K. PROVEN: Local 516 runs from roughly the north 
boundary of Brandon up to the bottom of Riding 
Mountain National Park - six municipalities - Harrison, 
Saskatchewan, Minto, Odanah and the LGD of Park, 
I guess, Don. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Blake. 

MR. D. BLAKE: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I just have 
one or two quick q uestions tor Keith .  The third 
paragraph, I think, of your brief, you mentioned groups 
that do not believe in the premise of orderly marketing, 
and you mentioned M r. Ragot of Econ. When that 
company went into receivership I was extremely 
surprised to note in the list of creditors, there were 
two very strong supporters of the National Farmers 
Union cause listed in the group of creditors. Is that a 
common occurrence, or was that just a fluke that they 
happened to get caught selling grain other than through 
an orderly marketing system? 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Proven. 

MR. K. PROVEN: In reply to your question, we are not 
able to control totally what our members do, as the 
Conservative Party is not able to control totally what 
some of their members say. 

MR. D. BLAKE: A more serious question, Mr. Chairman, 
when the Gilson Committee was announced and the 
National Farmers Union took a strong position that 
they would not present themselves at any of the 
hearings, do you not feel that you could have put your 
point across a little stronger to the Gilson Committee 
if you had appeared before them presenting your strong 
views as you've presented them since then? Do you 
not think that would have furthered your cause more 
than boycotting the meetings? 

MR. K. PROVEN: There is no way that you could appear 
at negotiations, saying that you don't want to negotiate. 

MR. D. BLAKE: Okay. If it should come to pass that 
there is going to be change, and there seems to be a 
consensus that some change although nobody knows 
what the change should be, could you accept a change 
in the Crow rate if it were tied to the price of the 
product? 

MR. K. PROVEN: I will not yet accept that there is a 
consensus amongst farmers, first. I don't think there 
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is a consensus for change. And no, we cannot accept 
that the price should be tied to the price of grain since 
lessons of history have stated back in the bad old days, 
that freight bills on carloads of grain shipped out could 
amount to more than what the grain was worth by the 
time it was received by the buyer. 

MR. D. SLAKE: I 'm not too sure that ever happened 
on grain, but I know it did on cattle. 

MR. K. PROVEN: Yes, it did happen on grain also. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Further questions for Mr. Proven? 
Mr. Uruski. 

HON. B. URUSKI: Mr. Proven, since you implied that 
there were some members on the committee that you 
weren't that pleased about, could you tell us if all the 
Conservative members that are on the committee you 
were pleased with? 

MR. K. PROVEN: Well I don't mind answering it. I would 
l ike to state as we see it right n ow, that the 
Conservatives are prepared to accept a change in the 
Crow rate. And no, we would not feel that they are our 
supporters. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Further questions. Mr. Uruski. 

HON. B. URUSKI: Just one more. In light of your 
statements just a minute ago to Mr. Blake in that you 
did not want to participate and be associated with any 
negotiations because you felt that the Crow would go, 
and that the Province of Manitoba and the Government 
of Manitoba was explicitly excluded from taking part 
in any negotiations or being party of them, how do you 
reconcile your position there with the government's so­
called negotiation, your statement of a government 
negotiating the Crow away? 

MR. K. PROVEN: I ' ll have to ask the Minister to restate 
the question, because I was slightly sidetracked. 

HON. B. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, I heard you say to 
Mr. Blake that we did not want to get involved in the 
negotiations because once you sat at the table you 
were prepared to have the Crow go. The Government 
of Manitoba was excluded from being at the table and 
yet you have accused the government of negotiating 
the Crow. How do you explain that? 

MR. K. PROVEN: The Federal Government did explicitly 
say that the province would not be involved, quite right. 
But what we asked the Provincial Government to do 
was to come out totally against any deletion, any 
watering down of what we have as the Crow rate, and 
the Provincial Government did not do that, did not ever 
say that. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Harapiak. 

MR. H. HARAPIAK: I had some concerns about the 
members that are sitting in the committee. I know in 
the meetings that were held in the Swan River area, 
the Farmers Union membership showed up in great 

179 

numbers - and there were hearings earlier in the year 
- and I 'm not sure if this was one of the areas that 
there was meetings, but in this general area there wasn't 
much of a turnout. So maybe your organization didn't 
support the cause as strongly as you could have either. 
Do you have a comment on that? 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Proven. 

MR. K. PROVEN: About the number of NFUer's that 
were here or have been here? We had a large number 
of NFUer's here, but I'm afraid that they are farmers. 
They have chores to do; they have cows to milk, and 
they had to leave. If you notice the time, it's 10 to 6. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Uskiw. 

HON. S. USKIW: Yes. I would like to pursue the point 
that you made a moment ago, and that is you don't 
like the current NDP position on this issue. Are you 
referring to the policy statement that was issued by 
the Premier of Manitoba, the Leader of the NDP 
federally and the Leader of the Opposition i n  
Saskatchewan about a month ago? 

MR. K. PROVEN: I can't say I am familiar with the 
particulars of it. 

HON. S. USKIW: Well that was the announcement that 
was made in Winnipeg, indicating that we recognized 
that railways need more money and that we would be 
prepared to go with a subsidy to the railway system 
while the Crow rate would be kept intact for the farmers, 
who are the users. That was a policy statement that 
was issued by those three people on March the 4th. 
So you're not referring to that particular policy then? 

MR. K. PROVEN: You're asking a question now? 

HON. S. USKIW: Yes. 

MR. K. PROVEN: If indeed you have come out and 
said that you are totally in favour of retention of the 
Crow and that you are in agreement with our policy 
of paying the subsidy directly to the railroads, then I 
applaud you. 

HON. S. USKIW: Just to clear the air on that one, the 
statement was - and I' m surprised that you are not 
aware of it - that the railways should get an increase 
on the cost of hauling grain and that there should be 
direct transfer payments from the Government of 
Canada to the railways, but the Crow Statute should 
be untouched. That was the policy statement that was 
issued in March. You are apparently not aware of that 
at all? 

MR. K. PROVEN: If that is indeed the case, Mr. Uskiw, 
I wish you had said it two years ago. 

HON. S. USKIW: Pardon me? 

MR. K. PROVEN: I wish you had said that two years 
ago. 
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HON. S. USKIW: Unfortunately I, as one person, don't 
command the authority over Ed Broadbent and Mr. 
Pawley and Mr. Blakeney. lt takes time to put those 
things together. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Further questions? Mr. Plohman. 

HON. J. PLOHMAN: Yes, Mr. Chairman. I would just 
like to ask whether - I don't think this has been answered 
yet - as to what action the government should have 
taken specifically to make people more aware of their 
position in opposition to the Crow changes. You may 
be aware that the government did introduce a resolution 
last year in the Legislature. lt was highlighted in  
speeches many days in the Legislature, and the press 
doesn't necessarily focus on that. We've spoken out 
against it. I 'm just wondering what kinds of things you 
feel, because you're not aware necessarily of the 
statements made by the leaders of the parties and so 
on. How do we make people aware that we're against 
it? 

MR. K. PROVEN: Again I will repeat that if I was not 
aware of the statement, it does not change the fact 
that that statement should have been made two years 
ago. What we expected of you, of the NDP Government, 
was some leadership in the fight in the rural area. 

Now, I know that it's going to be said that you 
sponsored studies, and then put them out, and there 
was no particular interest by farmers on those studies. 
That was six months after the fact. The fight should 
have started immediately, as soon as the negotiations 
were going to start, when the Federal Government said 
the Crow was going to change. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Further questions by members of 
the committee. 

Seeing none. Oh, Mr. Uskiw. 

HON. S. USKIW: Yes, I think that I should ask you one 
more question. 

The Pepin announcement came in February of '82, 
which was just over a year ago, not two years ago. 
Subsequent to that, there were public hearings such 
as this, public meetings which I conducted as Minister 
of Transportation for Manitoba. Those meetings were 
completed in April, which is exactly a year ago. 

Would you explain to me why it was that the general 
public did not respond to that initiative a year ago, on 
this issue? I say that in light of the fact that all of the 
meetings were a complete fizzle. There was no credible 
participation on the part of the public, despite the fact 
that we had mailed out some 20,000 well-documented 
brochures explaining the whole issue, and the analysis 
that was done by Dr. Tyrchniewicz, by the Department 
of Transport Manitoba, a very heavy document that 
went out, as comprehensive as one could make it, and 
yet there was not the participation that there should 
have been a year ago, including from members of your 
group. 

MR. K. PROVEN: I can't speak for other groups, but 
I know that the NFU has participated fully. 
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In spite of not wanting to negotiate, we've had to 
fight this for quite awhile along with other farm groups. 
We realize that this proposal is a made-in-Ottawa 
proposal. lt has been a foregone conclusion that the 
Crow must go. Whatever negotiations went on with 
Gilson, with Manitoba Pool, were indeed a farce. lt was 
a foregone conclusion what will happen. 

As to the public apathy, it just meant that a lot of 
us didn't do our homework well enough to get the 
people out. 

HON. S. USKIW: Yes, given that you agree that there 
was that much public apathy then, why would you then 
feel that somehow the Government of Manitoba has 
the power to turn this issue around all by itself, if indeed 
it didn't get the support of the rank and file producers 
in the course of those hearings? How could you put 
that together in that way? 

MR. K. PROVEN: There's a price to be paid for being 
elected and becoming leaders. Being of leadership 
capability, obviously means you were elected to be a 
leader and that's what you have to do. 

HON. S. USKIW: I appreciate that, but since there was 
a lack of public response to the issue, how could you 
then conclude that somehow the Government of 
Manitoba, although by determination of the Government 
of Canada was not party to the negotiation process, 
that somehow one provincial government could swing 
this issue without the evidence of support of rank and 
file producers? 

MR. K. PROVEN: Nobody asked you to do it by yourself. 
What we asked was help from you for us, and for the 
other groups that were fighting to retain the Crow. 

HON. S. USKIW: Perhaps you might want to be more 
explicit. What kind of help are you referring to? 

MR. K. PROVEN: We had as.ked for financial aid. 

HON. S. USKIW: Oh, okay. 

MR. K. PROVEN: Mounting an education program on 
the Crow. 

HON. S. USKIW: Now I understand your position. That's 
fine. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Any further questions for Mr. Proven? 
Hearing none, Mr. Proven, thank you very much, and 

your other representatives for being here today and 
presenting your briefs. 

MR. K. PROVEN: Thank you. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, as agreed 
we will now take a supper break. The committee will 
recess until 7:00 p.m. 

I believe the Clerk can make the room secure, so 
that if you wish to leave anything you can leave it on 
your desk here. 

Committee is recessed until 7:00 p.m. 
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A PPEN DIX A 

WESTE RN AGR I CUL T URAL CONFER ENCE 

The R i ght Honoura b l e P i erre E .  T rude a u , 
P r i me M i n i s te r  of lanada , 
Ottawa , Onta ri o 

Dea r  Mr.  P � i me M i n i s te r :  

Feb r u a ry 1 i . 1 :.,: � 

Further to our di scus s i on th i s  week , w i th Mi n i sters o f  ycur go vernme� : .  
pl ea s e  be advi sed that represen ta t i ve s  o f  the \4es tern Agri c u l tu•· a l  Cvn feren :e . 
the th ree pra i ri e  Wheat Poo l s and Un i ted Gra i n  Growe rs h a ve met and w i s h  to 
e l a borate on and c l a r i fy the pos i ti on put forward e a rl i e r .  

Member orga n i za t i ons of t h e  WAC , i nc l ud i n g  s pec i fi ca l l y  those 
o rgan i z a t i on s  whose rep resenta t i ves ' s i gna tures a ppear here , a re prepa red ta a � r�e 
to a c on d i ti on a l  commi tment by your gove rnment to the payme n t  o f  the presen t 
shortfa l l i n  g ra i n  revenue to the ra i l ways . 

We a re a l so prepared to acce p t  the s ugges t i on that you r c om�i tmen t be 
con t i ngent upon succe s s ful nego t i a t i on of a rran gemen ts for meeti ng f u t u n� c o s :.  
i nc reases uue t o  i nf l a ti on or o th e r  rel e vant causes . Negot i a t i on o f  s uch 
a r rangement s  cou l d  be fac i l i ta ted by a team to be e s tabl i s h ed for tha t purpo s e .  

W e  acknowl edge your go vernmen t ' s  earl i er commi tment to upgrad i ng o f  the 
system, a s ubject whi ch is an i n te g ra l  pa rt of the WAC pos i t i on .  

A copy o f  the enti re WAC pol i cy p ropo s a l  i s  a ttached fo r your conven i en ce .  

The i mportance o f  gra i n e xpo rts to Canad a ' s  economy underl i es the r. eed 
for an i mme d i a te and concerted e ffo rt to rev i t a l i ze the g ra i n  transporta t i on 
sys tem . 

We l oo k  forward to i mmed i ate con s i derat i on of o u r  po s i t i on a s  sta te c  
here . W e  a re prepa red t o  meet further wi th members of your cabi n e t  s o  t h a t  
the negot i a t i o n s  refe rred t o  can b e  c omp l eted i n  t i me  for c on s i de ra t i on o f  
l eg i s l a t i on b y  the fa l l  s es s i on o f  Parl i ament . 

You rs very t ru l y ,  

The WAC E xecut i ve ,  
P re s i den t H . D . F a l ken berg ( P re s i den t ,  Un i fa rm  
1 s t .  V . - P re s . L . E .  Parker ( Pres i den t ,  t4an .  Fa rm 
2nd . V . • P res . L . H . F .  Hehn ( V i ce - P re s . Un i ted Gra i n  Grower�����"'--i�����--
3rd . V . - P res . J . W .  Marshal l ( Pres . S a s k .  Fed . o f  Agri c . ) ( 

/)�- �-4L-'��:L.t-l--wi th . add i t i on a l  endors a t i on o f :  
E . K . T u rner ( Pres i dent , S a s k .  Whea t Pool } 
A . J .  Mac pherson ( Pre s i dent , A l ta . Wheat Pool } 
W . W .  Fraser ( P res i dent , Man .  Poo l  E l eva tors ) 
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Jean-Luc Pepi n ,  M i n i s te r  o f  Tran s po rt 
Eugene F .  Whe l a n ,  Mi n i s te r  of Agr i cu l ture 

APPENDIX A 

Senator Hazen Argue , Mi n i ster of State for the Canad i an Wheat Boad 
Sena tor H . A .  Ol son , Mi n i ster of S t a te fo r Econom i c  Deve l opment 
L .  Axworthy , Mi ni s ter of Empl oyment & Immi qration 

H. Gray , Mi n i ster of I nd u s try , Trade & Commerce 

D .  John s ton , Pres i de n t ,  Treasury Board 

A. MacEachen , Mi n i ster of Fi nance 

Senator Ray Perrea ul t 

Senator G .  Mol gat 
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The Ri gh t Honourable Pierre E .  Trudeau, 
Prime Mi n i s t e r  o f  Canada 
House of Commons 
OTTAWA , Canada 

Dear Mr . Prime Minis ter : 

A Pi':.!:N DIX 13 

Ap r i l 2 0 .  l 9 H "• 

Pro j e c ted growth in r a i l  shipmen t s  of b ulk commod i t ie s , incl ud ing gra i ! I , i s  
lead ing to a real cris i s  in rail capac i t y  in Western Canad a .  Thi s cou l d  lw v(' 
very ser ious consequences on gra in movement bec a use of the lc>l<e r p r i o r i t v  
wh ich i s  l ikely t o  be placed on thi s commo d i ty b y  the ra i lways d ue t o  1 . 1 1 1 '  
s t a t u t ory rate s .  

The n•al concern o f  Wes t e rn Canadi an producers i s  the guarat� tec• o f  a t ,-,m · : ­
port a t i nn s y s t e m  wi th t h e  capac i t y  a n d  incent i ve tn p ruvi de t he c ,; s t• n l  L• l 
service . For t h i s  reason we urgent ly request that i mmedi3tc s t P p '-'  lw 1 akPn t '  • 
reso lve the s t a t utory rate i s s ul' . 

We believe tha t to the larges t degree pos s ib l e  there is a consensus t <> move 
quickly to at tempt to nego t ia t e  a re solu t i on to ti le i s sue ��h i ch a l l  p a r �  i cs 
can suppor t . This consensus is pred i cated on a Fl' deral Govc rnrnl' f' l  cc• ;.,,·, i tm•" l l  

t o  provi.de t h e  payment o f  t h e  present short fa l l  be tween tlw Crow ltl t c' : ;r •d t h·_· 
current cost o f  t ranspo r t ing prai r i e  grain and eont inued upgrad in g c> f b r an c h  

line s . 

To t h i s  end we think a nego t i a t ing team should be established immC' d i att' l v  t <' 

deve lop a d e t a i led solut ion . Th i s  team should be given a f i rm dead l i ne for 
c omp let ion o f  its task . 

On the has is o f  immediate ac t ion by the Federal Government to undc r t  1kt· L o  
ini t i a t(• the above described process , we the unde r s i gned make a c.omrn i t rne n t  t • '  
s upport and t o  participate i n  that process . 

Yours t r ul y , 

;d� J- 0?� Pre s i dent Mani toba Farm Bun·au 

� � ff ,I'Ul/l.r/ Pre s i dent Man i toba Pool E l  " v :1 L o r s  

K�VJ , t� Presi dent 

' f"-l- -� • /l ::!� L;VJ � .... _, Pres ident /. , �._.-v forr'�;,, -.. 
(; , (: .· ( Pre s i dent 

- ( • '  

Mani tob11 Cat t le Produce r s ' 

Uni te d  Grain Growl' rs 

Han i toba Hog l' rod•H ·cors ' 

(cont inued on Page 2 )  
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APPENDIX B 

Di p l oma Ag . Graduates Assoc . 

Man i toba Women ' s  I n s t i tute 

Man i toba Mi l k  Producers �tk t 'ng 1\o;J rd 

Mani toba Farm l�usiness Assoc . 

Co-ope rat ive fla i l  I nsurance 

�1ani toba Turkey Producers ' Mk t '  ng Board 

Man i toba Chicken Broi l er Producers ' �lk t ' n g  

Mani toba Egg Producers ' ·.�tkt ' ng 80a rd 

Mani toba Sugar Beet Producers ' Assoc . 

Vegetab l e  Growe r s ' Assoc . of ·\lan i tl'ha 
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A PPEN DIX C 

Pr inc iple s e nunciate d by the Fe deral G ove rnme nt i n  A nnounce me n t. 
February 8, 1 982 

" The Government believes that the solution to 
exi sting problems , and the shared approach it wishes 
to pursue , should be developed ,on the basis of the 
following principles :  

1 .  A statutory framework should be created by 
Parliament to give effect to the new 
arrangements , and specifically to provide 
a basis on which adequate compensation to 
the railways for moving grain could be 
established at the earliest possible date . 

2 .  In accordance with proposals made to i t  by 
the major producer organizations in Western 
Canada, the Government of Canada is prepared: 

a .  to commit i tself by statute to the 
payment on an annual basi s  of an amount 
equivalent to the 19 81- 82 shortfall in 
railway compensation ; and 

b .  to enter into discussions with the 
producer organizations and the railways 
concerning ways of meeting cost increases 
incurred in the fiscal years beyond 1981- 8 2 .  

3 .  While the Government is prepared to bear a 
substantial part of the cost of grain trans­
portation in future years , i ts resources are 
limited. An increased contribution by grain 
producers will be required. 

4 .  In return for being compensated , the railways 
will be required to take action on several 
fronts , including : 

a .  performance and service guarantees 
related to grain transportation; 

b .  commitments regarding additional invest­
ment programs that would be undertaken; 

c .  adj ustments to other rates i n  order to 
promote agricultural diversification and 
processing in Western Canada; and 

d .  presentation of data concerning their 
revenues ,  costs and investment plans • 
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A PPEN DI X  D 

COST to EXTEND CROW BENEF I T  to 
NON-STATUTORY GRAI NS 

P r epar ed on B ehalf of Manitoba Farm B ur eau 

April 28, 1 982 

The fo l low i n g  estimate Is dev eloped for the 1 9 80 / 8 1  crop year to prov ide 
an i ndication of the magnit ude of extending the crow b en efit to non-s t a t uto r y  
g r a i n s  - i ncl u d i ng special crops, Western Canada processed grai ns , and feed 
grai ns.  

T h e  ca l c ul at io n  i s  a r e s i d u a l  ca l c ul a t io n  - t h a t  i s  i t  esti m at es those 
grains that either do not l eav e the farm or do not move at the stat utory rat e. 
Th i s  n et to n na g e  is th e es t i m at e  of g r a i ns that ar e dir ectly transported or 
t h e i r  end p r o d u ct s  are at co m p en s atory r a t es a n d  h e n c e  s u f f e r  f r om a 
transportation cost discr im i nation. 

The co st est i m at e  fo r t h e  Crow B e n efit employs th e S nav ely costs for 
1 980 as fol low s :  

1 980 

1 980 
1 980 

Var i ab l e cost 
Cont r ibut i on 

Tot a l  

Statutory revenue 
Met r i c  tonnage 

($ m i  1 1  i on) Per Tome 

5117 . 3  $20 . 28 
1 23 . 2  11 . 56 

670 . 7  211 . 811 

1 3 2 . 0  11 . 89 
27 . 0  

Est imat e o f  Crow B enef i t  i n  1 9 80 i nc l ud i ng acont r lbut i on t o  var i ab l e 
cost for the r a i l ways at 2 2 . 5% i s  $ 1 9 . 95 / tonne ( say $20 . 00/ tonne) 

Spec i a I Crops : 

Tonnage t ranspor t ed but 
not at s t a tutory r a t e  

Processed Gra i n s : 

Tonnage t ranspor t ed  but 
not at s t a t utory rate 

Feed Gra i ns : . 

Tonnage transport ed but 
not at s t a t utory rate 

Tot a l  

Tonnage $ 

600, 000 1 2 , 000 , 000 

860 , 000 1 7 , 200 , 000 

6, 890 , 000 137, 800 , 000 

8 , 3 50 , 000 1 67 , 000 , 000 
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s .  The economic distortions within the 
agricultural sector stemming from the 
Statutory rate should be reduced , without 
recourse to new transportation · subsidies for 
crops not covered by the present Statutory 
rate , or for goods such as l ivestock and 
processed agricultural products . 

6 .  The new framework to be developed should 
· promote increased efficiency and economy in 

the operation of the grain transportation 
system, and the Western railway system as a 
whole . 

7 .  Nothing in the new arrangements shall affect 
the P.Xisting Government ' s financial commitment for 
branch line rehabilitation . In addition , the 
Government will take prompt action to procure 
an additional 1 , 280 hopper cars in 1982 . "  
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APPENDIX D 

S2ec i a l  Crops: 

1 980 & 1981 Compos i t e  ( 1 )  
(000 tonnes ) 

St..pp l y :  Corn Sunf l ower M.Jst ard Peas Al l others ( 2 )  Tot a l  
Product i on 350 200 95 85 75 805 

D l spos i t  Ion: 50 50 
1 00 20 2. 1 5  1 5  1 55 

Net Dom.�tgs. 200 1 80 90 70 60 600 

( 1 )  N . B .  As 1 980 was a reduced production y ear due to droubt i n  th e 
major special crops a r ea of M a n i toba a compos i t e  1 9 8 0  a n d  1 9 8 1  
production estim at e  is employ ed . 

( 2 )  B eans, lentils, canary seed. 

T r aditional Grains: 

( 000 M.T. ) 

Wheat Oat s  Bar l e� Rye 
Stppl y  
carry- I n  11 142 1192 980 1 2 7  
product i on 1 8 , 2110 2 2 1 9  1 0 , 5110 377 

Tot a l  22, 382 271 1 1 1 , 520 504 

D i spos i t  I on 
Market i ngs 1 8 , 630 388 6410 356 
car ry-out 1 369 11117 882 5 1  
s eed 1074 1 110 459 29 
feed, was t e  & 

dockage 1309 1736 3769 68 
\ of dockage 2 . 5  1 .0 1 . 0 3 . 0  
dockage & 

wast e 459 36 1 69 1 8  

P r a i r i e  feed res. 850 1 700 3 600 50 
�tg. · to 

Processors 1 63 3 1 1  1 
� t g. of feed i n  

Wes t ern Canada 1 110 77 1172 
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F l ax  R�eseed Tot a l  

147 340 6228 
465 21183 3 4 , 3211 
6 1 2  2823 40 , 552 

439 2 1 20 2 8 , 3113 
64 392 3 205 
19 1 1  1732 

90 300 71.72 
9 . 0  9 . 0  

90 300 1072 

6200 

1 0  849 1037 
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A P PEN DIX E 

MANITOBA FARM BUREAU 

The Ht. H on .  P ie rre E. T r udc au 
Pr i me M i n is te r  of Canada 
H ouse of Commons 
Ottawa, Ontar i o  

De ar M r .  Trude a u :  

437 ASSINIBOINE AVENUE, WINNIPEG, MANITOBA R3C OYS 
,., .. Cod• 204 Phone 943·2509 

March 28,  1 983 

A s  y ou w i l l  he very a w are , the pol icy pac kage conce 1·n i ng t lw 
transportat i on of a gr i cultural  com m od i t ie s  i n  pr a ir ie Canad a, an nou nl · l' d  
by the H on .  Jean - L u c  Pc p i n, M in is te r  o f  Trans p ort, F e b ru ary 1 ,  1 ! l B :{ ,  
i s  the topic o f  a gre at de al o f  debate a n d  c ontrove r sy i n  agr i cu l tu r a l  
c ir c le s .  

The M a n i t ob a  F a r m  B u re au i s  conce r ne d  that the d i s c u s s  ions 
on the "Crow Pol i cy "  a re ta k i ng p lace in 'l h i gh ly e m ot ional 3.tmosphe r(' , 
char a c te r i ze d  i n  al l too m a ny i ns ta nce s by e i th e r  a l ac k  of i nfor m a t i on 
or the de l i be r ate i nje c t i on of m i s infor m at i on .  

A l t h ou gh t he M an i t ob a  F arm P u re au conti nue s to have s ome an• as 

of d i s s at i sfact i on conce r n i ng the pol icy p a c kage annou n ce d by t he l i on 
M r .  Pe p i n, W£' be l ie vt• i t  i m pe ra t i ve that the Gove r nme nt of Can :Hb t-ab k  
the p r opose d " C r ow " le g i s l a t i on i n  the H ou se o f  C om m ons, o r  othe r ­
w i se m a ke publ i c  the d e t a i l s  of it  i n  orde r that t he de b ate can take p l an• 
i n  an informe d w ay .  The de t a i l s  of the pr opose d le g i s l at i on shou l d  be 
made pub l i c  imme d i ate ly in orde r to pe r m i t  agr i cu ltur al produ ce rs to 
s tu dy the matte r  be fore e nte r ing the e xtre me ly b u sy s pr i ng see d i n g 
pe r i od .  I t  is our op i n i on that the propose d le g i s lati on s h ou l d  be i ntr· o ­
d u ce cl a t  the e ar l ie s t  pos s i b le date and the reby s ubje c te d  to tlw u s u al 
Par l i ame ntary pr oce s s  i n  orde r that a re s ol u t i on of th i s  e xtre me ly 
i m portant i s sue c a n  be t a ke n  one ste p furthe r .  

• . .  2 
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APPENDIX E 
-2 -

Y our antic i pate d c ons ide r at i on of our conce r ns and re com me nd ­
ati ons in th is re gard are appre c iate d .  

L P / ab 

S ince re ly ,  

Lorne E .  Parke r  
Pre s ide nt 

cc H on . .Je an -Luc Pe p i n, M i n iste r  of Trans port 
H on. Euge ne Whe lan, M i n i s te r  of A gr i cu l ture 
H on .  Haze n A rgue , M i n is te r  Re spons ible for the C anad i a n  

Whe at B oard 
H on.  L l oyd 1\ xworthy, M i n iste r  of Manpowe r & I m m i gr a t i on 
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Table 1 .  GRAIN FORWARD I NG PRI CES 
( d o l l a r s  per tonne ) 

SERVICE 1 9 6 3/6 4 1 9 7 9/8 0 ----
Ra i l :  

1 0 7 6 - 1 1 0 0  m i l e s * *  5 . 4 1 5 . 4 1 
P r i ma r y  e leva tor * 1 .  6 5  7 . 1 8 
Term i na l  e levato r *  1 . 0 5 3 . 4 8 
Lake t r anspor t a t ion* 4 . 2 3 1 2 . 1 3  
Seaboa rd hand l i n g *  0 . 1 4 1 . 1 8 
Ocean t r anspo r t a t ion* 8 . 4 4 1 9 . 0 6 

* Source : Canad i an G r a i n  Comm i s s ion 
* *  B a sed upon p r oposed Base Ra te Scale 

Tab l e  2 .  RAT IO OF PAYMENTS 

I NCREASE ( % )  

0 0 0  
3 3 4  
2 3 0  
1 8 7  
7 2 5  
1 2 6  

Year Ra i lways Produc e r s  

1 9 8 2/8 3  1 0 0  % 0 % 
1 9 8 3/8 4  6 7 . 2 % 3 2 . 8 % 
1 9 8 4 /8 5  5 9 . 3 % 4 0 . 7 % 
1 9 8 5/8 6  5 1 . 5 % 4 8 . 5 % 

fable 3 

WHAT THE PRODUCER MIGHT PAY - FROM 1 9 8 1/8 2  TO 1 9 8 5 /8 6  
( d o l l a r s  pe r tonne ) 

Con s t a n t  Vo lumes I nc r ea s i ng Vo lumes 
3 1 . 1  m .  tonnes 3 1 . 1  m to 3 3 . 2  m tonnes 

Crop 
Year Gross* Ne t * *  Gross* N e t * *  

1 9 8 1 - 8 2  4 . 8 9 4 . 8 9 4 . 8 9 4 . 8 9 
1 9 8 2 - 8 3  4 . 8 9 4 . 8 9  4 . 8 9 4 . 8 9 
1 9 8 3 - 8 4  1 2 . 3 8 4 . 9 9 1 2 . 7 1 5 . 4 8 
1 9 8 4 - 8 5  1 5 . 5 5  6 . 5 2 1 6 . 0 1 7 . 2 9 
1 9 8 5 - 8 6  1 8 . 9 8 8 . 2 3 1 9 . 5 6 9 . 3 5 

* 
* *  

* * *  

P a i d  b y  prod ucer a t  e levato r s .  
A f t e r  p r oducer r e ce i ve s  t h e se gov e r nme n t  payme n t s :  
Crow Bene f i t ,  gove r nme n t  s h a r e  o f  cos t i n c r e a ses , 
and Ag r i c u l t u r a l  Ad j u s tme n t  paymen t .  
Ass ume s r a i l  cos t chang e s  o f  8 per c e n t  i n  crop year 
1 9 8 2/8 3 ,  7 per c e n t  i n  1 9 8 3 / 8 4 , and 6 p e r c e n t  i n  
en s u i ng y e a r s .  

An n u a l  r a t e  ad j u s tmen ts . Each year ' s  g r a i n  r a te w i l l  

b e  s e t  b y  t h e  C a n ad i a n  T r a n s po r t  Comm i s s i o n  ( C TC ) b y  

Ap r i l  3 0 .  I t  w i l l  r e f l e c t  f o r e c a s t  ton nag e s  and cos t s  

for t r anspo r t i ng g r a i n  i n  t h e  fo r t h com ing y e a r . 
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Table 4 .  THE NEW BAS E RATE SCALE 

Po i n t  P r e s e n t  Ra t e  N e w  Scale 

( ce n t s/cw t )  ( ce n t s/c w t )  
( ce n t s ) 

( pe r  tonne ) 

Ar borg 16 
B r a ndon 1 6  
Dauph i n  1 8  
Morden 15  
Swan R.  19  
Winn i peg 1 4  

1 5 . 8 2 3 4 9  
1 6 . 9 1 3 7 3  
1 7 . 6 3 3 8 9  
1 6 . 1 8 3 5 7  
1 9 . 0 9 4 2 1  
1 4 . 7 2  3 2 5  

-'B...:o:...;w::._...:to..::h::..e-=-...:r:...a=-:::t:.c:e=---=i...:s=--=c...:ao..::l=.c=-:::uo..::l=.a=-:::t:..::e=-d=-=-. T h e  f o 1 1  o w i n g s t e p s 

summa r i z e  the me thod by wh ich r a te s  a r e  to be ca lcu lated . 

S tep 1 .  

S tep 2 .  

The e x i s t i ng r a te scale has been rev i sed i nto a 
n e w  B a s e  Ra t e  S c a l e , a s  r e c omme n d e d  b y  t h e  
g r a i n  i nd u s t r y ' s  r a te s  t a s k  force ( see a bove ) 

El ig i b le r a i lway cos t s  - CN adj u s tmen t  
Base y e a r  r evenues ( adj u s ted for tonnage ) 

Mu l t iple of Crow 

S tep 3 .  Mu l t iple o f  Crow X Base Ra t e  Scale 

= Annual Rate Sca le 

S tep 4 .  Payme n t  of Annu a l  Ra te Sca le : 

a )  Sh ipper pay s :  

- Base r a t e ; 
- Up to 3 pe rcen t ag e  po i n ts o f  

total cost i nc r e ase ; 
- Producer payment f rom g ove r nme n t ; 
- Full cos t  for volumes ove r 3 1 . 1  

m i l l ion tonnes ( to be b lended 
i n to the annual rate scale ) . 

b )  G ov e r n me n t  p a y s t h e  ba lance d i r ec t ly to the 
r a i lway s .  
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WESTERN TRANSPORTATION INITIATIVE 
SAFETY-NET CALCULATIONS 

n..�c •..tf.e 
APRIL 13/83 

8 1 /82 81/83 83/84 84/85 85/86 86/87 87/88 88/Bq 89/90 90/91 

TtnldQI! 
l nf l • t l on  (\) 

Jlh.;tse In 

31.1  31.5 32. 1 32.6 33.2 34.4 l5.7 37.0 3�.2 39.5 

9.3 a.o 1.0 5.0 6.0 6.o &.o 6.0 6.o 
1.0 o.o 0.1 o.5 o.a 1.0 1 .0 1.0 1.0 1.0 

Volure related 
Cmtrihutlon 
Line related 
Oi l cars 
Total cost 

Base tornaqe 
Prod Inf l a t ion 
<Dvt lnfl share 

580.7 

1 16.1  

1o-.a 
2.0  

803.6 

3 1 . 1  

o.o 

o.o 

13ase tcr. oost 580.7 
Base to-ne caltribut ion 1 16.1 

Base tome other 106.1 

Base tome total 803.6 

VolUTe O>St over base 0.0 

Cost lnc.r Otlef" base 
ProdJcer 9\are 
Acum. prociJcer share 

Base <Dv' t f>imt 535.5 
Spec .Adj (82/83) o.o 

(Dv1 t share mst increase 
Cov1 t share of cx:ntrlb. 1 16 . 1  
<Dv '  t Pii)OTI!ntS 651.6 

9lare to prc::dx:ers 
9-lare to Ra i lways 

ProciJcers share {cross) 
CrON benefit 
Voh.rre increase 

CDst Increase 
CrON Rate 

Total (Cross) 

Less Crow Benefit 
..... adj us tnB1t 

Total (Net) 

Rate!Tane 

Cross 
Net 

Min. Price Level 

o.o 

o.o 

o.o 
0.0 

o.o 
152.0 

152.0 

o.o 

o.o 

o.o 

4.89 

o.oo 

o.o 

634.5 

0.0 

108.5 
2.0 

745.0 

3 1 . 1  

o.o 

9.3 

626.5 
o.o 

110.5 

737.0 

8 . 1  

49.5 

535.5 
1.1  

49.5 

o.o 

593. 1  

o.o 

100.0 

o.o 
o.o 

o.o 
154.0 

154.0 

o.o 

o.o 

o.o 

4.89 

0.00 

o.o 

690. 1 

34.5 

115.6 
2.0 

842.2 

3 1 . 1  

3.0 

5.0 

668.6 
3].4 

1 17.6 

819.6 

22.6 

51.5  

2 2 . 1  

22•1  

535.5 

78.9 

3 1 . 2  

645.5 

32.8 

.67.2 

2 1 1 .7 
22.6 

22.1  
152.0 

408.5 

21 1.7 

78.9 

1 17.9 

12.72 

3.67 

45.9 

74 1 . 4  

74.1 

121.7 
2.0 

939.2 

3 1 . 1  

3.0 

4.0 

707.3 
70.7 

123.7 

501.7 

37.5 

48.8 

24.6 
46.7 

535.5 

103.1 

64.4 

703.0 

40.7 

59.3 

286 . 1  
37.5 

46.7 

152.0 

522.4 

286.1 

69.1 

167.2 

16.02 

5 . 1 3  

64. 1 

790.9 
1 11.6 

127.2 
2.0 

1038.7 

3 1 . 1  

3.0 

3.0 

740.9 
1 1 1 . 1  

129.2 

911.2 

57.5 

"·' 
27.0 
73.7 

535.5 

120.5 

99.5 

755.5 

48.5 

5 1 . 5  

366.4 
57.5 

73.7 
152.0 

649.7 

366.4 

56.1 

227.2 

19.57 

6.84 

85.5 

868.6 
173.7 

134.9 
2.0 

1 179.2 

31. 1 

6.0 

o.o 

785.3 
157 . 1  

136.9 

1079.2 

100.0 

61.5 

58.9 

132.6 

535.5 

123. 1 

136.0 

794.5 

50.0 
50.0 

397.3 
100.0 

132.6 
152.0 

782.0 

397.3 

384.7 

22.13 

1 1 . 11 

13��� 

955.0 

191.0 

143.0 

l.O 
1291.0 

3 1 . 1  

6.0 

o.o 

832.4 
166.5 

145.0 

1 143.9 

147. 1 

65.2 

64.8 

197.4 

535.5 

123.5 

135.5 

794.5 

50.0 
50.0 

397.3 

147. 1 

197.� 

152.0 

893.8 

397.3 

496.5 

25.05 

13.92 

173.9 

1048.6 
209.7 

151.5 
2.0 

1'111.9 

3 1 . 1  

6.0 

o.o 

882.4 
176.5 

153.5 

1212.4 

199.5 

69. 1 

68.6 

266.0 

535.5 

124.0 

134.9 

794.4 

50.0 
50.0 

397.2 

199.5 

266.0 

152.0 

1014.8 

397.2 

617.6 

27.46 

16.71 

208.9 

1150. 1 
230.0 

160.6 
2.0 

1542.7 

3 1 . 1  

6.0 

o.o 

935.3 
117. 1 

162.6 

1285.0 

257.7 

73.3 

72.7 

338.8 

535.5 

124.5 

134.2 

794.3 

50.0 

50.0 

397.1 

257.7 

338.8 

152.0 

1 145.6 

397. 1  

748.5 

29.96 

19.57 

244.1 

1269.9 

252.0 

170.3 
2.0 

1684.1 

3 1 . 1  

6.0 

o.o 

991.4 
198.3 

172.3 
1362.0 

322.1 

77.7 

77. 1  

415.9 

535.5 

125.1 

133.5 

794 . 1  

50.0 
50.0 

397. 1  

322.1 

415.9 

152.0 
1287 . 1  

397. 1  

890.0 

32.57 

22.52 

281.5 

91 /92 

40.1 

6.0 
1.0 

1378.7 
275.7 

180.5 
2 . 0  

1�36.9 

3 1 . 1  

6.0 

o.o 

1050.9 
210.2 

182.5 
1443.6 

393.3 

82.3 

8 1 .7 

497.6 

535.5 

125.7 

132.8 

794.0 

50.0 
50.0 

397.0 

393.3 

497.6 

152.0 
1440.0 

397.0 

1042.9 

35.29 

25.56 

319.5 
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lnf I ctl iun .tl 8\ 

TcnlCQ! 

l nf l "tim 1\1 
Phase In 

Volure related 
Ccntrlbutlm 
Line related 
01 1 can 
Total cost 

Base '""'­
Prod lnflatlm 
O>vt lnf I shore 

Base ton cost 
Base tonne cmtrlbut lm 
aa... tonne other 
Base laole total 

Volure cost over base 

Cost lncr <Ner base 
Prodx:er Share 
kasn. prodJcer shore 

11 182 

3 1 . 1  

1 . 0  

580.7 

116.1 

1011.1 

2.0 

803.6 

3 1 . 1  

o.o 
o.o 

580.7 

116. 1 

101.1 

803.6 

o.o 

Base O>v't P)f111 535.5 
Spec Adj (82/83l o.o 
CDI' t share cost I nc:rease 
O>v ' t  share of cmtrlb. 116. 1 

O>v' t P8)'18'ltl 651.6 

Share to prodx:ers 
Share to Rai 1-

Prodx:ers share (cross) 

croo benef l t  
Vohne increase 
Cost I nc.rease 
Crow Rate 

Total (Cross) 

Less Cr01t Bonef i t  
AQ. acljustnent 

Total (Net) 

RatefTao1e 
Cross 
Net 

Min. Price Level 

o.o 
o.o 

o.o 
o.o 
o.o. 

152.0 

152.0 

0.0 
o.o 
o.o 

4.19 

0.00 

o.o 

82183 

31.5 
9.3 

o.o 

634.5 

o.o 
101.5 

2.0 

7U.O 

31.1  

o.o 
9. 3 

626.5 

o.o 
1 10.5 
737.0 

1 . 1  

49.5 

535.5 
1.1  

49.5 

o.o 
593. 1 

o.o 
100.0 

o.o 
o.o 
o.o 

158.0 

158.0 

o.o 
o.o 
o.o 

4.19 

o.oo 

o.o 

83/84 

32.1 
1.0 

0.3 

690.1 

34.5 

115.6 

2.0 

142.2 

31.1  

3.0 

5.0 

661.6 

33.4 

1 17.6 
819.6 

22.6 

51.5 

22.1 

22. 1 

535.5 

71.9 

31.2 

645.5 

32.1 

67.2 

21 1.7 

22.6 

22.1 

152.0 

408.5 

211.7 
78.9 

117.9 

12.72 

3.67 

45.9 

WESTERN TRANSPORTATION INITIATIVE 
SAFETY-NET CALCULATIONS 

APRIL f8/83 

84/U 85/86 ftfi/87 · 87/88 88/89 89/90 90/91 ' 91/92 

32.6 n.2 311.4 35.7 

1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 

0.5 0.1 1.0 1.0 

7117.2 809.9 906.3 1015.2 

74.7 121.5 111.3 203.0 

122.5 uo.o 140.4 151.7 

2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 

946.4 1063.4 1229.9 1371.9 

31.1  3 1 . 1  3 1 . 1  31.1  

3.0 3.0 6.0 6.0 

5.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 

712.1 758.6 819.3 

71.3 1 13.1 163.9 

124.5 132.0 142.4 
908.6 10011.5 1 125.6 

37.1 58.9 1011.3 

55.1 60.7 84.2 

24.6 

46.7 

535.5 

1 10. 1 

64.3 

709.9 

40.7 

59.3 

27.3 

74.0 

535.5 

143.5 

99.5 

771. 5 

41.5 

51.5 

60.3 

134.2 

535.5 

167.4 

136.5 

839.4 

50.0 

50.0 

8811.9 

177.0 

153.7 
1215.5 

156.4 

90.9 

67.5 

201.1 

535.5 

190.8 

135.4 

861.8 

50.0 

50.0 

37.0 38.2 39.5 40.1 

1.0 a.o 8.0 1.0 

1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 

1 135.7 1269. 1 1416.5 1579.4 

227 . 1  253.8 283.3 315.9 

163.1 176.9 191.'1 206.3 

2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 

1521.7 1701.1 1892.1 2103.5 

31.1  31.1  31 . 1  3 1 . 1  

6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 

2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 

955.7 
191. 1  

165.1 
1312.6 

216.1 

98.2 

72.9 

274.7 

535.5 

216.1 

134.3 

885.9 

50.0 

50.0 

1032.1 1 1 14.7 1203.9 
206.4 222.9 240. 1 

178.9 193.0 201.3 
1417.4 1530.7 1653.0 

284.3 362.2 450.6 

106. 1 1 14.6 123.7 

71.1 

353.4 

535.5 

243.4 

133.1 

912.0 

50.0 

50.0 

85.0 

438.5 

535.5 

272.9 

131.8 

940.2 

50.0 

50.0 

9 1 . 1  

530.3 

535.5 

304.8 

130.3 

970.6 

50.0 
50.0 

218.9 

37.1 
46.7 

152.0 

525.5 

377.6 419.7 430.9 443.0 1156.0 1170. 1 1185.3 

281.9 
69.1 

167.4 

16.12 

5.14 

64.2 

58.9 1011.3 

74.0 134.2 

152.0 . 152.0 
662.5 810.3 

377.6 419.7 
56. 1 

228.1 390.6 

19.95 

6.19 

16. 1  

23.56 

11.35 

141.9 

156.4 216.1 
201.8 274.7 

152.0 152.0 
9'1 . 1  1085.8 

430.9 443.0 

510.2 642.1 

26.37 

14.30 

171.7 

29. 38 

17.39 

217.4 

284.3 362.2 1150.6 
353.4 438.5 530.3 

152.0 152.0 152.0 
1245.1 1422.8 1618.3 

456.0 470 . 1  1185.3 

789.1 952.7 1 133.0 

32.58 

20.65 

251.2 

36.00 

24. 1 1  

301.3 

39.66 

27.77 

347.1 

( 2 )  

.... ::r c .. Ill D. Ill 
:::< 
1\) .... 
,.. , 
� 
.... 
! 



... 
3: 

Ttn1,QI!! 
lnfl•t im (\) 

Phl'lse In 

Volu� related 

CLntrlt.Jt Ion 
Line related 
Oi I cars 
Total cost 

Base torY\OQI! 
Prod lnflatlcn 
GJvt infl share 

81/82 
3 1 . 1  

1.0 

580.7 

1 16 . 1  
10Q.I 

2.0 
803.6 

3 1 . 1  
o.o 
o.o 

Ba•e ten cost 580.7 
Base tome contrib.Jtion 1 16 . 1  

Base t ome  other 106.1 
Base tome total 803.6 

Volune cost over base 0.0 

Cost I ncr over base 

Proci.Jcer 9\are 
Aco.m. prcd.x:er share 

6ase GJv' t P)llll 535.5 
Spec Adj {82/83) 0.0 

Q:Jv• t share cost increase 
G:Jv' t share of ant rib. 1 16 . 1  
GJv' t Pa.,.,...,ts 651.6 

9lare to prociJc:ers 

Slare to Ra i lways 

PrcdJcers share (cross) 
crON benef i t  
Voll.ll'e increase 

Cost increase 
CrON Rate 

Total (Cross) 

Less Crow '3enef i t 
AQ. adjustOTI!rll 

Total (Net) 

Rate/Tome 

Cross 

Net 

Min. Price Leve l 

o.o 
o.o 

o.o 
o.o 
o.o 

152.0 
152.0 

o.o 
o.o 
o.o 

Q.89 

q.oo 

o.o 

82/83 AJ/8Q 84/85 
3 1 . 1  3 1 . 1  3 1 . 1  

9.3 8.0 1.0 
o.o 0.3 0.5 

626.5 

o.o 
108.5 

2.0 
737.0 

3 1 . 1  
o.o 
9.3 

626.5 
o.o 

1 10.5 
737.0 

o.o 

Q9.5 

535.5 
8 . 1  

Q9.5 
o.o 

593 . 1  

o.o 
100.0 

o.o 
o.o 
o.o 

ISQ.O 
1511.0 

o.o 
o.o 
o.o 

Q.95 

o.oo 

o.o 

668.6 

33.Q 
1 15.6 

2.0 
819.6 

3 1 . 1  
3.0 
5.0 

668.6 
Jl.Q 

117.6 
819.6 

o.o 

51.5 

22. 1 
22. 1 

535.5 

78.9 

31.2 

&Q5.5 

32.8 

67;2 

2 1 1 .7 
o.o 

22.1 
152.0 
385.9 

2 1 1 . 7  
78.9 
95.3 

12.Q1 

3.06 

38.3 

707.3 

70.7 
1 2 1 .7 

2.0 
901.7 

3 1 . 1  
3.0 
4.0 

707.3 
70.7 

123.7 
901.7 

o.o 

118.8 

2ll.6 
ll6.7 

535.5 

103.1 
"·" 

703.0 

110.7 

59.3 

286.1 
o.o 

ll6.7 
152.0 

li8Q.8 

286.1 
69.1 

129.6 

15.59 

ll.17 

52. 1  

WESTERN TRANSPORTATION INITIATIVE 
SAFETY-NET CALCULATIONS 

85186 86/87 
3 1 . 1  3 1 . 1  

6.0 6.0 
o.8 1 .0 

740.9 

1 1 1 . 1  
127.2 

2.0 

981.2 

3 1 . 1  
3.0 
3.0 

7Q0.9 
1 1 1 . 1  
129.2 

981.2 

o.o 

""·" 
27.0 
73.7 

535.5 

120.5 
99.5 

755.5 

ll8.5 
51 . 5  

366.ll 
o.o 

73.7 
152.0 
592.2 

366.ll 
56.1 

169.6 

19.0ll 

5.Q5 

68.2 

785.3 

157.1 
1lll.9 

2.0 
1079.2 

3 1 . 1  
6.0 
o.o 

785.3 
157.1 
136.9 

1079.2 

o.o 

61.5 

58.9 
132.6 

535.5 

123.1 
136.0 
79Q.6 

50.0 
50.0 

397.3 
o.o 

132.6 
152.0 
682.0 

397.3 

284.7 

2 1 .93 

9.15 

1 14.4 

APRIL 18/83 · (3) 
VOLUME CONSTANT AT 3 1 . 1M 

87/81 
3 1 . 1  

6.0 
1 .0 

832.ll 

166.5 
1Q3.0 

2.0 

1 143.9 

3 1 . 1  
6 . 0  
o.o 

832.ll 
166.5 
1Q5.0 

1 10.9 

o.o 

65.2 

&Q.I 
197.ll 

535.5 

123.5 
135.5 
79ll.5 

50.0 
50.0 

397.3 
o.o 

197.Q 
. 152.0 

746.7 

397.3 

3ll9.4 

2li.01 

1 1 . 24 

1Q0.4 

88/19 
3 1 . 1  

6.0 
1.0 

882.4 
176.5 
151.5 

2.0 

1212.4 

3 1 . 1  
6.0 
o.o 

882.11 
176.5 
153.5 

1 2 1 2.ll 

o.o 

69. 1 
68.6 

266.0 

535.5 

124.0 
13ll.9 
79Q.4 

50.0 
50.0 

397.2 
o.o 

266.0 
152.0 
815.2 

397.2 

"8.0 

26.21 

13."" 

168.0 

89/90 90/91 91 /92 

3 1 . 1  3 1 . 1  3 1 . 1  
6.0 6.0 6.0 
1.0 1.0 1.0 

935.3 
187.1 
160.6 

2.0 

1285.0 

3 1 . 1  
6.0 
o.o 

935.3 
187.1 

162.6 
1285.0 

o.o 

73.3 
72.7 

338.8 

535.5 

124.5 
13Q.2 
7M.3 

50.0 
50.0 

397 . 1  
o.o 

338.8 

152.0 
887.9 

397. 1  

Q90.8 

28.55 

15.71 

197.3 

991.11 
198.3 

170.3 
2.0 

1362.0 

3 1 . 1  
6.0 
o.o 

991.4 
198.3 

172.3 
1362.0 

o.o 

n.1 
77.1  

Q15.9 

535.5 

125. 1 
133.5 

794. 1 

50.0 
50.0 

397. 1 
o.o 

415.9 

152.0 
965.0 

397.1 

567.9 

31.03 

18.26 

228 . 3  

1050.9 
210.2 
180.5 
. 2.0 

Jqq3.6 

3 1 . 1  
6.0 
o.o 

1050.9 
210.2 
182.5 

1443.6 

o.o 

82.3 
1 1 . 7  

ll97.6 

535.5 

125.7 
132.8 

79li.O 

50.0 
50.0 

397.0 
o.o 

497.6 

152.0 
10ll6 . 6  

397.0 

&Q9.6 

33.65 

20.89 

261 . 1  
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Tc ... naqe 
lnflat Ion (\1 

Phase In 

Volure related 
Contribution 
Line related 
01 1 can 
Total cost 

Base t.,.,_ 
Prod Inflation 
eo.t lnfl shore 

81/82 
31.1  

1.0 

580,7 
1 16.1 
1011.1 

2.0 
103.6 

31.1  
o.o 

o.o 

Base tm c:nst 580.7 
Base tonne contrlbut lm 116.1 
Base tonne other 106.1 
Base tonne total 803.6 

Volune cost <Ner base 0.0 

Cost lncr <Ner base 
PnxiJcer 9\ore 

Acanl. proct.,cer -· 

Base <m ' t ""'"' 535.5 
Spec Adj (82113) o.o 

Cool' t share cost increase 
<DI't share of contrlb. 116.1 
<DI't Pa)'l'llf'ltS 651.6 

9\are to prcrl.lcers 
9\ore to Ra i lways 

Prcrl.lcers share (cross) 
CI'Oif benefIt 
Voh.11., increase 
CDst increase 
Crow Rate 

Total (Cross) 
Less Crow Benefl t 

IQ. adjus_,. 
Total (Net) 

Rate/Tonne 
cross 
Net 

Min. Price ......,I 

o.o 

o.o 

o.o 

o.o 

o.o 

152,0 
152.0 

o.o 

o.o 

o.o 

4.89 
o.oo 

o.o 

82/83 
31.5 
9.3 
o.o 

63-.5 
o.o 

108,5 
2.0 

745.0 

31,1  
o.o 

9.3 

626.5 
o.o 

110.5 
737.0 

1.1 

49.5 

535.5 
8.1  

49,5 
o.o 

593. 1  

o.o 

100.0 

o.o 

o.o 

o.o 

154,0 
154.0 

o.o 

o.o 

o.o 

4,89 
o.oo 

o.o 

83184 
32. 1  

o.o 

0,3 

547,9 
32.4 

109.2 
2,0 

791.5 

31.1  
o.o 

o.o 

627,7 
31,4 

1 1 1.2  
770.3 

21.2  

2.0  
o.o 

o.o 

535.5 

51.5 
31.3 

618,3 

32.8 
67.2 

202.1 
21.2  
o.o 

152,0 
376.0 

202,8 
78.9 
94.4 

1 1.71 
2.94 

36.1 

84/85 
32.6 

o.o 

0.5 

651.0 
65,8 

109,2 
2,0 

835,0 

31,1  
o.o 

o.o 

627,7 
62.1 

1 1 1.2 
801.7 

33,3 

o.o 

o.o 

o.o 

535.5 

51.5 
62.7 

649,7 

40,7 
59,] 

264.il 
33.3 
o.o 

152.0 
QQ9.8 

264,4 
69.1 

1 16.2 

13.10 
3,57 

"·' 

WESTERN TRANSPORTATION INIT�ATIVE 
SAFETY-NET CALCULATIONS 

85 '86 86/87 
33.2 3-.4 

o.o 0.0 
o.a 1.0 

668, 1 
100.2 
109.2 

2.0 
879.5 

31.1 
o.o 

o.o 

625.1 
93.9 

111.2  
830.9 

QB,6 

-2.1 
0,0 
o.o 

535.5 

49,3 
94.1 

678.9 

48,5 
51.5  

329.3 
QB,6 

o.o 

152.0 
529,9 

329.3 
5&.1 

1QQ,5 

15.9& 
4;35 

54.4 

692. 2  
138.4 
109.2 

2,0 
941.9 

31.1 
o.o 

o.o 

625.8 
125.2 
1 1 1 .2  
862.2 

79.7 

o.o 

o.o 

o.o 

535.5 

49.3 
125.4 
710.2 

50.0 
50.0 

355.1 
79,7 
0,0 

152.0 
586.8 

355.1 

231,7 

17.06 
'·" 

P.2 

87/88 
35.7 

0.0 
1.0 

718.0 
143.& 
109.2 

2.0 
972.1 

31.1  
o.o 

o.o 

625.8 
125.2 
1 1 1. 2  
862.2 

110.& 

o.o 

o.o 

o.o 

535.5 

49. 3  
125.4 
710.2 

50.0 
50.0 

355.1 
110.6 

o.o 

152.0 
617.7 

355.1  

262.6 

17.31 
7.36 

92.0 

APRIL · 1 8/83 (4) 
INFLATION AT 0% 

88/89 89/90 
37.0 38.2 

LO LO 
lA l A  

743.8 769.5 
1'8.1 153.9 
109.2 109.2 

2.0 2.0 
1003.7 1034.6 

31. 1 31.1  
o.o o.o 

o.o o.o 

625.1 
125.2 
111.2 
862.2 

141.5 

o.o 

o.o 

o.o 

535.5 

49,3 
125.4 
710.2 

50,0 
50.0 

355.1 
IQI.5 

o.o 

152.0 
6Q8.6 

355.1 

293.5 

17.55 
7.M 

99.3 

625.8 
125.2 
1 11.2 
862.2 

172.4 

o.o 

o.o 

o.o 

535.5 

49.3 
125.4 
710.2 

50.0 
50.0 

355.1 
172.4 

o.o 

152.0 
679.6 

355.1  

324.5 

17.77 
8,QI 

106. 1 

90/91 
39.5 

o.o 

1.0 

795.3 
159,1 
109,2 

2.0 
1065.5 

31.1  
o.o 

o.o 

625.1 
125.2 
111.2  
862.2 

203.3 

o.o 

o.o 

o.o 

535.5 

49.3 
125.4 
710.2 

50.0 
50.0 

355.1 
203,3 

o.o 

152.0 
710.5 

355. 1 

355.4 

17.98 
8.99 

1 12.4 

91 /92 
4n.a 

o.o 

1.0 

821,0 
16'.2 
109.2 

2.0 
1096,4 

31.1  
o . o  

o.o 

625.8 
125.2 
1 1 1.2 
862.2 

234.2 

o.o 

o.o 

o.o 

535.5 

49.3 
125.4 
710.2 

50.0 
50.0 

355.1 
234.2 

o.o 

152.0 
nt.4 

355. 1 

386.3 

18.17 
9,_, 

118.3 
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Tri'J"l,Q! 
lnr lot I m (\) 

Aw!>e In 

81.'82 

3 1 . 1  

Volure relahd 

Cu1t r ih.Jt Ion 

Line related 
Oi l cars 
Total cost 

Base I� 
Prod lnflatia'l 
Q>vt infl share 

Base ton cost 
Base tome contr itut la. 

Base tane other 

Base tome total 

Volure cost over base 

Cost lrcr over base 
Pn:d.JCer Share 
Acosn. prodJcer share 

Base Q>v' I P)llll 
Sp.,c Adj (82181) 

Cov' t share cost Increase 
Cov ' t  share of contrlb. 
Cov' l Payte1lS 

Share to pr"odJCers 
Share to Rai lways 

Prod..Jcers share (o-oss) 

crON benefi t  
Volurc increase 

Cost increase 

v<>N Rate 
Total (!Ioss) 

Less CrON Benef i I 
AQ. a:lj us lnEnl 

Total (Net) 

Rate/Tome 
cross 

Net 

Min. Pr i ce Level 

1 .0 

580.7 

1 16 . 1  

104.8 

2.0 

803.6 

3 1 . 1  

o.o 
o.o 

580.7 

1 16 . 1  

106.1 

803.6 

o.o 

535.5 

o.o 

1 16 . 1  

651.6 

o.o 

o.o 

o.o 
o.o 

o.o 

152.0 

152.0 

o.o 

o.o 

o.o 

4.89 

o.oo 

o.o 

WESTERN TRANSPORTATION INITIATIVE 
SAFETY-NET CALCULATIONS 

82/83 83184 84/BS 85/86 86/17 

31.5 32.0 33.6 35.3 36.9 

9.3 a.o 1.0 6.0 6.0 

o.o 0.3 0.5 0.1 1.0 

6]q.5 

o.o 

108.5 

2.0 

7'5.0 

3 1 . 1  

o.o 
9.3 

626.5 

o.o 

1 10.5 

737.0 

8. 1 

49.5 

535.5 

8 . 1  

49.5 

o.o 

593 . 1  

o.o 

100.0 

o.o 
o.o 

o.o 

154.0 

1 54.0 

o.o 
o.o 

o.o 

4.89 

o.o" 

o.o 

681.0 

]q.4 

1 15.6 

2.0 

140.0 

3 1 . 1  

3.0 

5.0 

661.6 

33.4 

1 17.6 

819.6 

20.3 

51.5 

22.1 

22. 1  

535.5 

78.9 

3 1 . 2  

645.5 

32.8 

67.2 

2 1 1 . 7  

20.3 

22. 1  

152.0 

406.2 

2 1 1 .7 

78.9 

1 15.6 

12.69 

3.61 

45.2 

764.7 

76.5 

121.7 

2.0 

964.1 

3 1 . 1  

3.0 

4.0 

707.3 

70.7 

123,7 

901.7 

63.2 

48.1 

24.6 

Q&.7 

535.5 

103.1 

64.4 

703.0 

40.7 

59.3 

286. 1  

63.2 

46.7 

152.0 

548.0 

286 . 1  

69.1 

192.1 

16.30 

5.73 

71.7 

139.7 

126.0 

127.2 

2.0 

1094.9 

3 1 . 1  

3.0 

3.0 

740.9 

1 1 1 . 1  

129.2 

911.2 

113.7 

44.4 

27.0 

73.7 

535.5 

120.5 
99.5 

755.5 

48.5 

5 1 . 5  

366.4 

1 13.7 

73.7 

152.0 

705.9 

366.4 

56.1 

283.3 

20.03 

8.04 

100.5 

931 . 1  

186.2 

1]q.9 

2.0 

1254.2 

3 1 . 1  

6.0 

o.o 

785.3 

157 . 1  

136.9 

1079.2 

175.0 

61.5 

58.9 

132.6 

535.5 

123.1 

136.0 

794.6 

50.0 

50.0 

397.3 

175.0 

132.6 

152.0 

857.0 

3•7. 3  

459.7 

23.24 

12.47 

155,8 

APRIL lS/83 
VOLUME TO 45M 

H7/RI 88/19 

31.5 40.1 

6.0 6.0 

1.0 1 .0 

1030.5 

206.1 

143.0 

2.0 

1311.6 

3 1 . 1  

6.0 

o.o 

832.4 

166.5 

145,0 

1 143.9 

237.7 

65.2 

64.1 

197.4 

535.5 

123.5 

135.5 

794.5 

50.0 

50.0 

397.3 

237.7 

197.4 

152.0 

9n.4 

397.3 

587. 1 

25.57 

15.25 

190.6 

1 131.4 

227.7 

151.5 

2.0 

1519.7 

3 1 . 1  

6.0 

o.o 

882.4 

176.5 

153.5 

1212.4 

307.3 

69. 1 

61.6 

266.0 

535.5 

124.0 

134.9 

794.4 

50.0 

50.0 

397.2 

307,3 

266.0 

152.0 

1 122.5 

397.2 

725.3 

27.91 

11.01 

226.0 

89/90 90/91 91/92 

4 1 .1 -3.4 45,0 

6.0 6.0 6.0 
1 . 0  1.0 1.0 

1255.6 

251 . 1  

160.6 

2.0 

1669.4 

3 1 . 1  

6.0 

o.o 

935.3 

117.1 

162.6 

1285.0 

384.4 

73.3 

72.7 

338,8 

535.5 

124.5 
134.2 

794.3 

50.0 

50.0 

397. 1  

384.4 

338.1 

152.0 

1272.3 

397. 1 

875.1 

30.47 

20.96 

262,0 

nu.1 1520.6 

276.6 304.1 

170.3 180.5 

2.0 • 2 . 0  

1831.6 2007.2 

3 1 . 1  3 1 . 1  

6.0 6.0 

o.o o.o 

991.4 

191.3 

172.3 

1362.0 

469.6 

n.1 
77.1 

415.9 

535.5 

125.1 
133.5 

794, 1 

50.0 

50.0 

397 . 1  

469.6 

415.9 

152.0 

1434.5 

397.1 

1037.5 

33.07 

23.92 

299.0 

1050.9 

210.2 

112.5 

1443.6 

563.6 

12.1 

11.7 

497.6 

535.5 

125.7 
132.1 

794.0 

50.0 

50.0 

397.0 

563.6 

497.6 

152.0 

1610.3 

397.0 

1213,3 

35.71 

26.96 

337.0 

(5) 
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