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HOUSE OF COMMONS

Thursday, February 26, 2004

The House met at 10 a.m.

Prayers

© (1000)
[English]
PRIVILEGE
COMMENTS OF DEPUTY PRIME MINISTER

Mr. Garry Breitkreuz (Yorkton—Melville, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
on February 19, I raised a question of privilege and accused the
Deputy Prime Minister and Minister of Public Safety and Emergency
Preparedness of misleading the House. During my remarks, I
provided you with an account of the events as they were related to
me by officials at the CBC, an account that differed from the
explanation provided by the Deputy Prime Minister in her point of
order on Friday, February 20.

On Tuesday, February 17, the producer of the Zone Libre show at
CBC assured me by phone and e-mail that no one had called from
the Canada Firearms Centre or from the minister's office.

After 1 informed her that I was going to raise the matter in the
House of Commons, she double-checked and, in another e-mail
received on Wednesday, February 18, the CBC producer assured me
that they had not received a call from the government asking for their
calculations. Based upon this information, I sent you notice and
raised my question of privilege in the House on Thursday, February
19.

Since the Deputy Prime Minister provided her officials' versions
of the communication between her department and CBC last Friday,
I asked CBC to check their records again.

Yesterday the CBC producer of the Zone Libre segment on the
gun registry provided the following explanation. I would like to give
you this quotation and read it into the record:

Irene Arseneault, media relations for the Firearms centre, left a phone message on
Anne Panasuk's office voice mail Sunday February 15th with questions regarding
Zone Libre's content.

Anne P. picked up the message on Monday morning on arriving to work. Ms.
Arseneault's message did not refer to [the Deputy Prime Minister] nor the urgency of
Monday's question period so we did not associate this call with the Deputy Prime
Minister.

Anne and I received no other calls from the government on Monday. Anne P. was
unsuccessful in reaching Ms. Arseneault on the phone so she responded by e-mail
Monday afternoon, (i.e. after question period). And we have not heard from Ms.
Arseneault since. But this may be the call to which [the Deputy Prime Minister] was
referring.

We have never objected to giving the details of our calculations and indeed have
done so in the days that followed specifically to the office of the Deputy Prime
Minister, when the request was clearly made by her office on the following
Wednesday, February 18th.

That is the end of the quotation.

Now that the full facts are known about the exchange of the phone
calls and e-mails between the CBC, the Canada Firearms Centre and
the Deputy Prime Minister's office, I revisited the statement made by
the Deputy Prime Minister in response to my question on Monday,
February 16. It is clear now that someone from the minister's
department did call Zone Libre and left a message, so the minister
was correct on that point. It is also clear that CBC's Zone Libre never
did refuse to provide their calculations of the $2 billion expenditure
on the firearms program.

Given the confusion over the communication between the CBC
and the department and the minister's office, I am prepared to
concede that the minister's officials may have simply used a poor
choice of words when advising the minister about why they did not
have the CBC's calculation by the time question period started.

Given that mistakes were made on all sides, | am prepared to
concede that the Deputy Prime Minister was answering my question
with the best information available at the time, just as I was
presenting the most factual information I had available at the time I
raised my question of privilege. Had CBC provided me with the
information that they had in fact received a call from an official in
the firearms centre on Sunday, February 15, I would not have raised
a question of privilege.

Consequently, I withdraw my question of privilege. I apologize to
the Deputy Prime Minister, to the Speaker, and to the House of
Commons. | am sorry.

©(1005)

The Speaker: I thank the hon. member for Yorkton—Melville for
his usual thoroughness in reviewing this matter. I thank him for
clearing up the matter for all members.

DOCUMENT TABLED BY PRESIDENT OF THE TREASURY BOARD—
SPEAKER'S RULING

The Speaker: I am now prepared to rule on the question of
privilege raised by the hon. member for Calgary Southeast on
February 23, 2004, concerning a document tabled by the hon.
President of the Treasury Board and Minister responsible for the
Canadian Wheat Board.



1076

COMMONS DEBATES

February 26, 2004
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I thank the hon. member for Calgary Southeast for having raised
this matter as well as the President of the Treasury Board and
Minister responsible for the Canadian Wheat Board for his
comments. At issue was the question of whether the President of
the Treasury Board misled the House by claiming that a document he
had tabled supported his contention that a grant had been made to a
firm in the riding of the hon. member for Calgary Southeast.

The House may find it helpful if I first summarize the background
of the question before us. On Wednesday, February 18, 2004, in
response to a question concerning the sponsorship program posed by
the hon. member for Calgary Southeast, the President of the Treasury
Board cited a document which he claimed showed that a grant from
the program had been received by the hon. member.

©(1010)

[Translation]

Following question period, the hon. member for Calgary South-
east roseon a point of order and stated that he had not received any
such grant and requested that the President of the Treasury Board
retract the inaccurate remark.

[English]

The President of the Treasury Board then stated that the grant had
in fact been made to an organization located in the riding of the hon.
member for Calgary Southeast. Following a further request from the
hon. member for Calgary Southeast, the President of the Treasury
Board tabled the document he had cited concerning the awarding of
the grant.

After examining the document tabled by the President of the
Treasury Board, the hon. member for Calgary Southeast raised a
question of privilege on February 23, 2004. The hon. member for
Calgary Southeast stated that a document tabled by the President of
the Treasury Board had shown that the reply given to an oral
question was false. He therefore accused the President of the
Treasury Board of deliberately misleading the House.

The President of the Treasury Board, in replying to the charge
against him, maintained that the document in fact supported his
position and that an organization in the hon. member's riding had
received grants under the sponsorship program over a number of
years.

There is clearly a disagreement about how the contents of the
document tabled by the President of the Treasury Board are to be
interpreted. As hon. members know, it is not the Speaker's role to
adjudicate on matters of fact. This is something on which the House
itself can form an opinion during debate.

Hon. members will know that a number of questions of this nature
have been ruled on by the Chair in recent weeks. It is of course my
duty to give members the opportunity to bring forward any suspected
violations of our rules and practices through the raising of points of
order or questions of privilege, but I am also concerned that the
raising of such questions should not become a means to debate what
the rules of the House ought to be.

If members are dissatisfied with the rules, they have a variety of
means at their disposal to address these issues. Without interfering
with the right of hon. members to signal a suspected breach of the

rules, I also have a duty to see that the proceedings are not delayed or
interrupted unnecessarily. Members will therefore understand that I
may, on some occasions, render prompt and succinct decisions in
cases of disputes as to facts such as this one, when it is clear to me
that no violation of our rules or practices has in fact occurred.

ROUTINE PROCEEDINGS
[Translation]

INTERPARLIAMENTARY DELEGATIONS

Hon. David Price (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of
National Defence, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, pursuant to Standing Order
34(1), I have the honour to present to the House, in both official
languages, the report of the Canadian NATO Parliamentary
Association.

This is the report of the official delegation that represented Canada
at the annual session of the NATO Parliamentary Assembly held in
Orlando, Florida, from November 7 to November 11, 2003.

%% %
[English]
COMMITTEES OF THE HOUSE
OFFICIAL LANGUAGES

Hon. Don Boudria (Glengarry—Prescott—Russell, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I have the honour to present, in both official languages, the
first and second reports of the Standing Committee on Official
Languages.

[Translation]

In accordance with its orders of reference on February 19 and
February 24, 2004, the committee has considered Vote 25b under
Privy Council in the Supplementary Estimates (B) for the fiscal year
ending March 31, 2004, as well as Vote 30 under Privy Council in
the Main Estimates for the fiscal year ending March 31, 2005, and
reports the same.

% % %
[English]

EXCISE TAX ACT

Ms. Judy Wasylycia-Leis (Winnipeg North Centre, NDP)
moved for leave to introduce Bill C-488, an act to amend the Excise
Tax Act.

She said: Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to introduce this private
member's bill which seeks to eliminate the goods and services tax on
feminine hygiene products.

The GST on tampons and sanitary napkins amounts to gender-
based taxation. Taxing essential and necessary products used
exclusively by women is unfair and discriminatory. It unfairly
disadvantages women financially solely because of our reproductive
role.

The bill would benefit all Canadian women at some point in their
lives and would be of particular value to lower income women.
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I urge all members to support this initiative.
(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed)

.
®(1015)
POINTS OF ORDER
BILL C-472

Hon. Roger Gallaway (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader
of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,
I rise on a point of order. On February 5 a private member's bill, Bill
C-472, was introduced in the name of the member for Winnipeg
Centre. At that time you invited comments to be made.

Bill C-472 is entitled an act to amend the Income Tax Act with
regard to the deductibility of fines. It proposes to amend the Income
Tax Act by removing provisions for the deductibility of fines or
penalties imposed by law. I suggest that this private member's bill
should be dropped from the Order Paper for the following reason.

The 2000 edition of Marleau and Montpetit House of Commons
Procedure and Practice on page 898 speaks to a private member's
bill of this nature on this point. It states:

With respect to the raising of revenue, a private Member cannot introduce bills
which impose taxes. The power to initiate taxation rests solely with the government

and any legislation which seeks an increase in taxation must be preceded by a Ways
and Means motion. Only a Minister can bring in a Ways and Means motion.

This is laid out in Standing Order 83.
Bill C-472 was not preceded by a ways and means motion.

On the same page, Marleau and Montpetit cites the following
exceptions:

—private Members' bills which reduce taxes, reduce the incidence of a tax, or
impose or increase an exemption from taxation are acceptable.

If Bill C-472 is passed, it purports to remove deductions from the
Income Tax Act thereby decreasing or eliminating an exemption
from taxation. This would increase revenue to the consolidated fund.
Therefore it does not fall under the exceptions outlined by Marleau
and Montpetit.

I would point out that on April 10, 1997, a very similar private
member's bill, Bill C-324, calling for the removal of a tax deduction,
was before the House. Upon a point of order raised at that time, the
then acting Speaker read the following quote from page 821 of
Erskine May's 20th edition:

Matters which are covered by the term 'charges upon the people' may be briefly

summarized as... (2) the repeal or reduction of existing alleviations of taxation such
as exemptions or drawbacks.

Before Bill C-324 at that time was summarily dropped from the
Order Paper, the Speaker again at line 9581 of that day's Hansard
stated:

—where there are such changes [to the Income Tax Act] it would appear that

ways and means proceedings are necessary and the full scope, that is a resolution,
would have to be introduced first, followed by the bill.

I would say that Bill C-472 crosses the bounds set for private
member's bills and should be ruled out of order and dropped from
the Order Paper.

Routine proceedings

The Speaker: I thank the hon. parliamentary secretary for his
comments. [ will take the matter under advisement and return to the
House with a ruling in due course.

* % %

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE

Hon. Mauril Bélanger (Deputy Leader of the Government in
the House of Commons, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, discussions have taken
place between all parties concerning the motion for third reading of
Bill C-10 as listed on today's Order Paper.

The Order Paper lists the said motion as moved by Mr. Cotler,
Minister of Justice, and seconded by Mr. Assadourian, Brampton
Centre. | believe that you would find unanimous consent to have the
bill listed as being seconded by Mr. Bagnell, Parliamentary Secretary
to the Minister of Indian Affairs and Northern Development.

The Speaker: Is there unanimous consent for the change in the
Order Paper as indicated by the deputy House leader?

Some hon. members: Agreed.
[Translation]

Hon. Mauril Bélanger (Deputy Leader of the Government in
the House of Commons, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I believe you would
find consent for the following motion:

That, at the conclusion of today's debate on the Conservative Opposition Motion,
all questions necessary to dispose of this motion be deemed put, a recorded division
deemed requested and deferred to the end of government orders on Tuesday, March
9, 2004.

® (1020)

The Speaker: Does the hon. Deputy Leader of the Government in
the House of Commons have unanimous consent to present the
motion?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

The Speaker: The House has heard the terms of the motion. Is it
the pleasure of the House to adopt the motion?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

(Motion agreed to)

[English]
PETITIONS
MARRIAGE

Mr. Janko Peri¢ (Cambridge, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, pursuant to
Standing Order 36 it is my privilege to present to the House a
petition, signed by over 200 Canadians, dealing with marriage.

The petitioners call upon Parliament to reaffirm, as it did in 1999,
that marriage is and should remain the union of one man and one
woman to the exclusion of all others.

The petitioners pray and request that the Parliament of Canada
take all steps possible to preserve and protect this traditional
definition of marriage which has deep historical roots in our country.
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[Translation]
PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION

Mr. Bernard Patry (Pierrefonds—Dollard, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,
pursuant to Standing Order 36, I wish to present a petition signed by
over 60,000 residents of the greater Montreal area.

As part of its “Laissez-nous respirer”, or let us breathe, campaign,
the Quebec coalition for public transit, which started this petition, is
calling on the Canadian government to commit to fund public transit,
not only to eliminate the operating deficits of Quebec transportation
companies but, more importantly, to give them the means to develop
and improve services.

[English]
MARRIAGE

Mrs. Elsie Wayne (Saint John, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I have two
petitions this morning having to do with protecting the moral good
of society which is a natural and serious obligation of elected
officials and cannot be left only to religious leaders and institutions.

The defence of traditional marriage as the bond between one man
and one woman is a serious moral good. The petitioners state that
marriage is the lasting union of a man and a woman to the exclusion
of all others and it cannot and should not be modified by a legislative
act or a court of law.

They state that the recent rulings of the appeal courts of Ontario
and B.C. redefining marriage to include same sex partners destroys
traditional marriage in law and endangers Canada's social stability
and future vitality and health.

The petitioners request that Parliament take whatever action is
required to maintain the current definition of marriage in law, in
perpetuity and to prevent any court from overturning or amending
the definition.

CANADIAN FORCES

Mr. Scott Reid (Lanark—Carleton, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I have
two petitions to present today.

The first petition draws the attention of Parliament to the fact that
personnel strength in the armed forces has dropped by 30% over the
past decade; that much of our military equipment, particularly our
Leopard tanks and the CF-18 Hornet aircraft and, most notably of
all, the Sea King helicopter, are badly in need of replacement or of
upgrading; and finally, that we lack the airlift and sealift capability
overseas.

Therefore the petitioners request that the Government of Canada
accelerate increases to the defence budget and ensure that an
additional $1.2 billion per year go toward defence in the future.

BILL C-250

Mr. Scott Reid (Lanark—Carleton, CPC): Mr. Speaker, my
second petition calls upon Parliament to express its disapproval of
Bill C-250. Obviously that is not of complete relevance to us today
as that bill has gone through the Chamber. However on the
assumption that our hon. colleagues in the other place pay attention
to petitions that are presented here, perhaps they will take note of this
petition.

MARRIAGE

Mr. Pat O'Brien (London—Fanshawe, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, [ am
in receipt of petitions from 25,000 citizens of London, Ontario and
the area around London, Ontario. I present now the latest 2,000 such
signatures that have been through the process.

These petitioners call on the Government of Canada and the
Parliament of Canada to uphold marriage as the union of one man
and one woman to the exclusion of all others.

The petitioners note that marriage between a man and a woman is
by far the best alternative for the raising of families. They ask the
Government of Canada to uphold this most sacred and historic of
Canadian institutions.

Mr. Maurice Vellacott (Saskatoon—Wanuskewin, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, 1 add today the names of another 472 petitioners from my
province of Saskatchewan urging Parliament to pass legislation that
recognizes marriage as a lifelong union between one man and one
woman to the exclusion of all others.

%* % %
®(1025)

QUESTIONS ON THE ORDER PAPER

Hon. Roger Gallaway (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader
of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,
I ask that all questions be allowed to stand.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bélair): Is that agreed?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

GOVERNMENT ORDERS
[English]
SUPPLY
ALLOTTED DAY—AGRICULTURE

Hon. Grant Hill (Macleod, CPC) moved:

That the government reallocate its resources from wasteful and unnecessary
programs such as the sponsorship program, or badly managed programs such as
the gun registry, to address the agricultural crisis at the farm gate across Canada.

He said: Mr. Speaker, for those watching parliamentary proceed-
ings today, an opposition day is when opposition parties put forward
a particular proposition and debate it. The Conservative Party of
Canada, as the foremost party in relation to support for rural Canada,
has taken that opportunity today. I have 20 minutes to speak on a
topic that I could probably spend 20 hours on.
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The fact that there is an agricultural crisis in our country is not
news to the families who live in rural Canada. I represent a riding
that is predominantly rural. The folks in my riding tell me so plainly
that this is not news to ranchers. Some of them are being forced into
bankruptcy, watching decades of hard work go down the drain,
largely because the U.S. border is closed to traffic for their products.

It is not news to sheep farmers as they watch their lambs fatten
into less marketable sheep with every passing day. They do not even
have the option of sending their culled ewes and rams to eager
buyers in Mexico because the U.S. border remains closed.

Thousands of farm families across Canada face financial ruin, if
they have not already been forced into bankruptcy.

Imagine for a moment those farmers or ranchers. Through no fault
of their own, they will lose their farm—a business that has probably
been in the family for generations. They held on for 10 long months
since the U.S. border was closed. They looked to the federal
government for assistance to save the farm—some help for the
individual producer. They looked for a sign that Liberal Ottawa
recognizes that a multi-billion dollar industry is about to collapse.

What do we see? We see Canada's new Prime Minister, fresh from
his coronation by the Liberal Party, failing to even mention the
phrase BSE in the throne speech. We hear rhetoric from the Prime
Minister, telling Canadian food inspection agency officials at a photo
op in Edmonton that re-establishing international markets for
Canadian beef is a national priority.

What are the actions? Where is the emergency aid to help
producers get through this crisis? Where are the cash advances for
individual livestock producers?

I guess that Haldimand County dairy farmers in the agriculture
minister's riding, or farm families near Sedley, Saskatchewan in
Wascana, the finance minister's riding, need to be as well connected
as B.C. Liberal Jamie Kelley in order to get money from the federal
treasury. That is sad.

Then there is the Prime Minister going around the country
claiming that he is as mad as Hades that millions of dollars of
taxpayers' money was wasted in what one of the Minister of the
Environment's assistants called a secret Liberal slush fund.

Watching all this bluster, farm families must wonder: where is the
Prime Minister's moral indignation and anger over the fact that
thousands of Canadian farm families may have to leave the rural life
because of the BSE crisis, years of drought, or ever-thinning profit
margins; and what happened to the commitment the Prime Minister
made last May when he said that we must show real support and
respect for our farmers and their families, and show our appreciation
for the burden they carry in contributing to Canada's growth and
wealth?

A good place for the Prime Minister to start would be for him to
train his eye on the motley collection of poorly designed agricultural
programs that the Liberals have foisted on farmers, ranchers and fruit
growers year after year.

Here are a few helpful suggestions for the Prime Minister and the
Minister of Agriculture and Agri-Food.

Supply

First, direct the bureaucrats in the Department of Agriculture and
Agri-Food to listen to what farmers and industry representatives
have to say so that federal farm programs function in a way that
helps rural Canadians as they grow our food and contribute to the
wealth of our nation.

Second, do not seek the input of the agricultural industry and then
turn around and give lip service to its concerns while a program is
being developed behind closed doors back in Ottawa. Seeking input
from farmers should be more than just a public relations exercise.

These common sense ideas should have already been part of the
real respect that the Prime Minister promised his new Liberal
government would show farmers. He made this promise last May,
days before BSE was discovered in just one animal on May 20.

©(1030)

While I am on the subject of BSE and agriculture policy, I would
like to remind my friends across the way that it does not exhibit good
governance when the Liberals use a national crisis like BSE to
blackmail the provinces into signing the agricultural policy frame-
work.

Canadian Federation of Agriculture President Bob Friesen
summed it up during an interview last June with the Western
Producer when he stated:

It is beyond imagination that the minister would tie a program he cannot sell to
farmers and provinces to the BSE crisis to win more support.

That is so sad.

In light of the sponsorship scandal, where false invoices and
contracts, and in many cases no contracts, were used to funnel $100
million of taxpayers' money into a secret Liberal slush fund, the term
“beyond imagination” will never again be adequate enough to
describe the corrupt practices of the Liberal government.

Hon. members on this side of the House will continue to point out
where $100 million in taxes could have been better spent. At the
very least, all that money should have been used for the benefit of all
Canadians, not just the buddies of the Liberals.

Opposition MPs have constantly criticized the Liberal government
for years about wasting taxes—money, I remind everyone, that
farmers, fellow small business owners and millions of other
Canadians have worked very hard to earn.

Here is a litany of Liberal waste that sadly illustrates government
contempt for the taxpayer: the HRDC boondoggle; the fuel rebate
program that sent cheques to prisoners and the deceased while low
income Canadians received nothing; and the continuing saga of the
gun registry, making criminals out of duck hunters who are honest
individuals.
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Is it any wonder that when the finance minister was asked recently
about the upcoming government budget he was reported in the
Toronto Star as saying that money is fairly tight; however, not for
programs and not for friends.

With regard to the supply day motion before the House today, it is
obvious that the Liberals should have taken better care of the money
in their charge. These funds could well have been spent on
agriculture programs. Agriculture programs, by the way, that are
better designed than the federal government's recent initiatives, like
those to compensate producers for the severe effect that BSE has had
on the livestock industry.

Let us take the $120 million federal cull cow and bull program, for
example. This program was not announced until international
borders had already shut out Canadian livestock producers for six
months.

When the borders slammed shut, a huge backlog of slaughtered
cows was created. To make matters worse, the federal cull cow and
bull program was so badly developed that British Columbia and
Alberta, two of the largest provinces when it comes to ranching,
refused to join up. Industry representatives roundly criticized the
federal cull program as well.

Poorly designed national agriculture programs are not solely a
product of the BSE crisis. The agriculture industry across Canada is
getting used to cumbersome, underfunded farm programs being put
forward by the Liberal government.

Instead of focusing on getting federal assistance to the farm gate,
the Liberals seem driven to introduce a whole range of anti-rural
policies that are designed to harass farmers, not help them.

For example, $630,000 was budgeted in the supplementary
estimates for 2003-04 under Environment Canada to implement the
Species at Risk Act. However, the federal government still will not
guarantee compensation to landowners whose land is taken out of
production in order to protect wildlife habitat.

The Liberal government will also not provide any assurance that
farmers will not carry the majority of the burden regarding
environmental issues relating to the Kyoto accord. The question is
still out as to whether the government will reintroduce new animal
cruelty legislation that may leave farmers at the mercy of litigant
hungry animal rights extremists because they practise time honoured
animal husbandry practices.

Why have the Liberals not made agriculture spending a higher
priority during their decade in power? Could it be that they do not
represent very many of the agricultural ridings in this country?

Let us start by looking at the agricultural policy framework, the
flawed flagship of Liberal farm policy, better known as the APF.

©(1035)

When the former Prime Minister and the former agriculture
minister, the member for Prince Edward—Hastings, announced a
five year $5.2 billion investment in agriculture at an eastern Ontario
farm in June 2002, there was quite a bit of fanfare until it was
recognized that this funding was actually a reduced funding
commitment from the prior funding.

I can go through the figures; however, because time is relatively
tight in this debate I will not go through all the figures.

Why is this issue such a blind spot for the Liberal government and
its bureaucrats? Why did the Liberals fail to provide compensation to
the grain and oilseed producers who bear the burden of trade
injury—trade injury, of course, because of issues offshore that our
farmers have absolutely no control over?

It is the Liberal government that has dropped the ball on the
international trade file. Trade is a federal responsibility. Provinces
should not be asked to pay for trade injury compensation.

Ottawa must break out of the mindset that says grain and oilseed
farmers should fight other countries' agricultural subsidies by
growing commodities that are not impacted by foreign governments.

When the member for Wascana was the Minister of Agriculture
and Agri-Food, he told farmers who looked to the federal
government for assistance that they would just have to diversify
their operations.

Farmers did exactly that, not because of his advice, but because
they are wise enough to know that is the way to go. The growers and
processors of pulse crops built up a vibrant industry. Six years ago
Canada's crop was only 10% as large as that of the U.S. In 2003 that
number has risen to 28%.

However, the inclusion of peas, lentils and chickpeas in American
subsidy programs introduced in 2002 means that Canadian farmers
have to contend again with the impact of the U.S. treasury
subsidizing another set of commodity prices.

Our farmers and the thousands of secondary businesses that
depend on a strong agriculture industry do not have an infinite
capacity to deal with factors beyond their control. They are factors
such as the continuing closure of the border because of a case of
BSE in the State of Washington, years of drought, and the effect of
those foreign subsidies.

Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada economists state that, for the
first time since records were kept in the 1920s, realized net farm
income across Canada will be in the red. What a tragedy in this

country.

One of Canada's prominent agriculture journalists put it this way
“The farm economies of Alberta and Saskatchewan are awash in red
ink”.

[Translation]

This is also true for Quebec. Indeed, that province is experiencing
the same problems as the other provinces of Canada.
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[English]

Alberta's loss in realized net farm income amounted to $230
million in 2003. In Saskatchewan farmers were $465 million in the
red last year. Realized net farm income in Ontario was also in the
negative, to the tune of $44 million. The farm income losses on the
Prairies last year were worse than the statistics during the great
depression in the 1930s.

The Prime Minister and his cabinet simply must place a higher
priority on farm issues, and on rural Canada in general.

My colleagues who will be following me will go through the
positive suggestions that the Conservative Party of Canada brings to
this important debate.

I will be spending a few minutes talking about one of the saddest
components of this debate. We did note in the heading for the debate
that there were programs that were completely inappropriate, money
wasted. I will be spending a little time on the firearm registry, the
long gun registry and the duck hunter registry.

This program, which was touted by the Liberal government as
being a means to control crime, a means to control suicides and a
means to control the inappropriate use of fircarms, targeted those
individuals in our society, the rural people, who use these firearms as
tools. They have tools that they must use.

I am a very keen, active outdoorsman and a hunter myself. I do
not use a firearm any longer. I hunt mostly with a bow and arrow as a
sporting gesture, but I have hunted all my life.

During the debate, I pointed out to the Liberal government three
major problems with the firearm registry. First, compliance would
never be 100%, even for law-abiding citizens. Of course crooks and
bank robbers would never comply. Second, the criminal misuse of
firearms would never be impacted by a registry. Third, the costs
would be enormous.

I had the then justice minister cross the floor, sit down beside me
and say that those were good, intellectual arguments, but that the
new computer systems would make the last point of my argument
moot, that the new computers would make it so easy for people to
register that the second part of my argument would also be moot and
that would force the crooks in society to be obvious, when they did
not register that they were crooks.

Over the years of this registry, it has been sad to watch those
predictions come true. The waste of money on that program,
supported by individuals who quite frankly do not understand the
rural use of firearms, the hunters' use of firearms, the sporting use of
firearms, has put a block between rural individuals in Canada and
those in government.

It would be so easy to alter this. It would so easy to explain that a
mistake was made, that this process was not effective, that it would
not get full compliance, that it would not prevent crime and that it
cost too much.

This is now my advice to the Prime Minister. Stop the firearm
registry. Take the funds that are being poured into that registry and
put them into programs that Canadians desire. Rural Canadians, in
this case, would benefit from that.

Supply

As I said, my colleagues who will follow will have an opportunity
to lay out the positive things now. I have talked simply about the
issue, the crisis and the major problems in rural Canada.

It has been an honour to represent a rural riding in this House. The
riding of Macleod, from the south boundary of Calgary down almost
to the U.S. border, has some of the finest ranching in this world. It
has historically been buffalo range, with the long flowing grass.
Some of the famous buffalo jumps in Canada are in my riding.

These farmers and ranchers are the most self-sufficient individuals
on earth. They ask for little, and they want little from government.
They want to be left alone. However, when there is a crisis outside
their control, they look for the taxpayer to help. They need that help
today and they need it in very specific ways.

As 1 say, it has been an honour to represent them and it is an
honour to lead this debate on rural issues today.

© (1040)

Mr. Loyola Hearn (St. John's West, CPC): Mr. Speaker, it is an
honour for me to ask a question of our interim leader, our answer to
Robin Hood and William Tell in the House. However, besides being
able to use a bow and arrow, he can certainly also use his knowledge
and experience to educate us as to how we should deal with some of
the problems in our country.

One thing we always try to do is to ensure that the people of the
country benefit from government. We always talk about lowering
taxes and so on, to put more money into the hands of people.
Another way we can put more money into the hands of people is to
ensure that the price of the goods, in particular the food they
consume, is reasonable.

When the fishery failed on the east coast, many of our young
people left the industry. They not only left the industry, they left the
province. What will happen with agriculture, through a time of crisis,
if government does not step in and help stabilize these people so they
can remain on the farms? They will not to stay around. If we cannot
produce the food people need, undoubtedly we will pay a heavy
price down the road.

Would my colleague comment on the long term effect on Canada
if we neglect the basic industries that are the breadbasket of this great
country of ours?

© (1045)

Hon. Grant Hill: Mr. Speaker, I see the effects of this process in
my own riding. When I started in Parliament in 1993, one of the
small communities I represented had a post office, a bank, the grain
elevator and a small school. The community was vibrant, alive,
vigorous and thriving. Through the last few years, particularly last
year, this small community has lost its elevators, its bank and the
school has shut down. It is literally a ghost town.
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Where did the people who lived in this little community
supporting the rural area go? Some of them have left and gone to
the city. They were doing double duty in their jobs at that point of
time; some driving the school bus, some welding for the
communities around and some went into the oil industry. However,
their homes are sitting there empty. The only people still there are the
senior citizens who have some friends who visit the seniors' lodge.

T had an opportunity to reflect on this when one of the owners of a
large farm in the area went to Brazil. He has sold his farm,
abandoned our country and has gone to Brazil where he has fresh
opportunities. The saddest part of all this is that we will end up
without the family farm, as we have lost so many of our fishers from
that industry. We will end up with large industrial farms that really
provide very little to the local communities. The other sad part is that
the rural farm lives, which have undergone huge changes, equipment
changes, and which are able to survive with normal economic
circumstances, will die unless we look after them, prepare them well
and make certain that international issues are dealt with to their
benefit.

Mr. Murray Calder (Dufferin—Peel—Wellington—Grey,
Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I listened with a lot of interest to the speech
of the member across the way. I know the parliamentary secretary
will be speaking very shortly on agricultural policy, so I will not ask
him any questions on that.

I am a gun owner too, and I also live in rural Canada. I look at the
registration system in a different way than the member across. I look
at it as the insurance program whereby if my guns are stolen, [ have a
good chance of getting them back.

The member across the way said that criminals will not register,
and he is absolutely right. However, I would like him to comment on
this. The legal way of doing things is, if an RCMP officer pulls
somebody off to the side of the road, under the system now, he will
ask that individual to see his licence and registration. If the shotgun,
which has been stolen from me for instance, is in the back of that
individual's car, it is not registered. That is one way we get at
criminals because criminals do not register. I would like him to
comment on that.

Hon. Grant Hill: Mr. Speaker, first, 4,000 guns that have been
registered in the registry have been stolen, but they have not been
picked up.

Second, let me tell members the experience of one rancher in my
community. As this fellow left his farm, he saw a hitchhiker nearby.
He rolled down his window and asked him if he wanted a ride
anywhere. The fellow said, “No thanks, I'm going a different way”.

Off he went to his fields and the hitchhiker broke into his home,
broke into his locked gun cabinet and stole his pistol. He was
subsequently caught by the police with the stolen pistol. For stealing
the pistol and the subsequent chase in which he crashed the guy's
motorcycle which he had stolen as well, he received six months in
prison.

The gun owner, the fellow who had his home broken into, was
charged for unsafe storage of a firearm. Remember, the firearm was
in his locked home, in his locked cabinet, and what penalty did he
receive? He received a greater penalty than the thief.

An hon. member: You're kidding.
Hon. Grant Hill: I am not kidding.

I say to the member opposite, the firearm registry is targeting the
wrong individuals. There is a mechanism, a positive way, to look
after firearm control and that positive way should have been
followed. My point is that if we continue to pour money into the
registry, an ineffective registry, we are wasting taxpayers dollars.

© (1050)

Hon. Lorne Nystrom (Regina—Qu'Appelle, NDP): Mr. Speak-
er, my question for the Leader of the Opposition is on farm policy. I
first commend him for presenting the motion. I will be supporting
the motion before the House today, and I support his stand on the
gun registry.

I note that he mentioned it does not include a bow and arrow that
he owns. That is all fine and good—

Mr. Brian Fitzpatrick: It's only a matter of time.
An hon. member: It probably will.

Hon. Lorne Nystrom: The member from Manitoba said that it
probably will.

I support what he has said on the registry and on the sponsorship
program.

I come from a small farm in Wynyard, Saskatchewan. I grew up
there. It is in my riding of Regina—Qu'Appelle where we have a lot
of farmers. For us, the support of the Canadian Wheat Board has
always been paramount. Farmers strongly support the Canadian
Wheat Board. It gives them a chance to collectively, as an entity,
bargain to sell their wheat at a greater price on the world market.

I have noted over the past that some of the members of the
Canadian Alliance have been critical of the Canadian Wheat Board. I
would like know where the Leader of the Opposition, the
Conservative Party of Canada, stands on that issue.

Hon. Grant Hill: Mr. Speaker, first let me say to my colleague
that it is not a Canadian Wheat Board, although that is what it is
called. It is the western Canadian wheat board.

The Canadian Wheat Board does not operate east of the Manitoba
boundary. I am very interested in why that is. If the Canadian Wheat
Board is so good for the west, why is it not a pan-Canadian
program?

My position on the issue is that farmers should have a choice.
They should be able to market through the Canadian Wheat Board if
they choose. They should not be forced. I am actually one who
believes the Canadian Wheat Board is not the only way to market,
but it has merit. However, based upon a very simple premise, if the
Canadian Wheat Board is so good, it will survive and survive with
vigour. If, as some individuals say, it is not so good, it will wither on
the vine.

Farmers need choice. An NDP individual who does not believe in
choice for marketing is in my mind a difficult process for me to
understand.
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Hon. Mark Eyking (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister
of Agriculture and Agri-Food (Agri-Food), Lib.): Mr. Speaker, |
would like to thank the members opposite for keeping the agriculture
sector at the forefront of discussion because that is where it belongs.

I had the pleasure in the last few months, after taking on this job,
of getting out to the west. I met with farm groups in Regina. I also
met with quite a few farmers; I think there were 1,000 at a meeting in
Edmonton. It is a great area out there for growing crops.

We had a take note debate three weeks ago and I am pleased that
we are concentrating on agriculture once again this morning.
Agriculture should be in the headlines every day because it is one of
Canada's most important economic drivers. It generates more than
8% of Canada's GDP. It creates jobs for thousands of Canadians and
it puts food on our tables. It is vital to the health and well-being of
Canadians.

Over the last two and a half months the minister has been making
every effort to visit with farmers across this country to hear their
concerns and discuss with them the best way to meet the immediate
and long term challenges. In fact this morning he is meeting with the
Canadian Federation of Agriculture, which represents 200,000 farm
families across this country. As he will tell them, the government is
committed to agriculture. The government is committed to getting
agriculture through its current difficulties, to seize the opportunities
that are out there.

There is no question that agriculture is under a lot of pressure right
now. In 2003 the Canadian farm income was at its lowest level ever.
Commodity prices for beef, of course, as well as for pork and
potatoes are down. There are a number of factors to blame on this
situation. BSE is first and foremost. There is the strong Canadian
dollar, the ongoing effects of the drought situation, and our import
costs which have become higher.

The federal and provincial governments responded to the income
drop of 2003. We had record payouts of up to $5 billion. This
included $3 billion for crop insurance. We have NISA and CFIP, and
an additional $800 million for the BSE recovery program.

Despite these record payouts, the situation still is not good. Many
farm families continue to suffer serious cash flow difficulties. The
government has brought forward some specific measures to address
this situation but we still have to do more.

First and foremost, the Canadian agricultural income stabilization
program is now operational. It is also known as the CAIS program
and this year it is expected to make significant payouts. There is also
the cull cow program which is going to be rolling out soon. I will
talk a little more about some ways we are working with the industry
to make these programs as responsive as possible to the financial
pressures that are on farm families. The government is working on a
number of fronts to secure a strong future in this industry.

The minister just returned from Costa Rica and he was not laying
in the sun. He was meeting with the Cairns Group, which is
comprised of trading nations like Canada that share the same
common interests. We are exporting nations of agricultural products
and we are trying to improve the trading conditions for our export
products on which our sectors rely for growth.

Supply

Canadian farms can compete with the best. All they need is a level
playing field for the minister to build broader support for fair and
more market driven agricultural trade. While he was there he also
talked to the CFA and the Dairy Farmers of Canada. He took
advantage of the opportunity to meet with other ministers, update
them on the BSE situation, and press for the reopening of markets
for cattle and beef.

At Cairns he had productive discussions on the WTO process. He
met with WTO officials. The minister stressed to them Canada's
position that a balanced, rules based approach to negotiations is the
best way to move forward. He also pressed for more movement on
the question of cuts to trade-distorting domestic subsidies. He
insisted that the United States and the European Union need to send
clearer signals that they are willing to move forward on this front.

Canada is committed to working with Canadian farm leadership to
achieve a deal that is in the best interests of our farmers. At this time
Canada continues to stand four square behind supply management
sectors and the right of producers to choose how they market their
products. This includes the Canadian Wheat Board which was just
raised.

®(1055)

The Government of Canada has consistently defended practices of
the Wheat Board and will continue to do so. I was delighted earlier
this month that the WTO panel ruled that the board in fact does
conduct its business in accordance with WTO rules.

The most pressing trade issue facing the industry is BSE. The
focus of government and industry efforts has been, and remains, to
open borders to cattle and other affected animals. This affects more
than cattle. It affects sheep. It also affects deer, llamas, alpacas and
many other different animals in the same category.

Our efforts are bearing fruit. I have to commend some of the
opposition members for helping us with that, going on trade
missions and whatnot. Since last May a number of countries have
moved to rescind some or all of the temporary measures. Clearly,
more must be done and we are committed to getting there.

As to getting cattle moving into the United States, the rule for live
animals is expected to be opened up for a 30 day public comment
period. We will push for trade of all live cattle regardless of age,
including breeding cattle and cattle over 30 months old, as well as
products derived from them. We are also pressing for a full
resumption of trade in other ruminants, as I said before, sheep, goats
and others.

Once the review of the comments received is complete—and this
is a process which has to take place; we have no choice—the
Americans will look at that information. I am confident, as this is
scientific based, that they will move toward opening the borders to
live animals as they have already done with the beef cuts. It is hoped
that a growing number of trading partners will follow suit.
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Why am I optimistic? Because there is a strong argument that
Canada has put forward in favour of opening the border to live
animals; because the BSE risk in Canada is exactly the same as in the
United States; and finally, because both countries have taken
equivalent measures to mitigate the risk for human and animal
health. It is a transparent border.

When will it be? As I have said, I hope it is sooner rather than
later. We have cattle on our farms ourselves and we are waiting for
that day to come. One thing I do know is that the Government of
Canada takes this very seriously. The minister is working tirelessly
on this issue, as is the Deputy Prime Minister. The Prime Minister is
deeply engaged in this issue as well. It was the top issue he brought
up with President Bush. Both the Prime Minister and I have been
out, as I said before, to western Canada to discuss the situation with
producers. The minister has raised this matter with the U.S.
ambassador to Canada, Paul Cellucci. He is also in regular contact
with American Secretary of Agriculture Veneman and with Secretary
Thompson on the health side.

While work continues on the trade front, the government is fully
aware of the pressures on Canadian farm families. Governments
have responded to these pressures above and beyond existing safety
net programs, with $520 million in the BSE recovery program and
up to $200 million going out to the cull animal program.

In response to concerns from industry, we have removed the sale
for slaughter requirement from the cull program. This will allow
producers to access funds even sooner. It will ensure equal access
across Canada and it will help with feed costs until more slaughter
space is available. This will help a lot of dairy farmers also. Often
people think that only the beef farmers are hit, but it is the dairy
producers also. This is a good program for them. A comparable
program is being offered to producers of other ruminants affected by
the border closure.

Farmers are also receiving money through the second portion of
the $1.2 billion in transition funding. Already cheques for more than
$450 million have gone out. As I mentioned, Canadian agricultural
income stabilization is now operational and payments are expected
to start flowing within weeks. I think $15 million already went out in
January.

With CAIS, for the first time ever, Canadian farmers will have
permanent funding for disaster coverage. Without going into too
much detail, the program protects a producer's margin, which is the
average of revenues over the last many years minus variable
expenses such as farm inputs. When the producer's current year
margin drops below the reference margin, money kicks in for him.

® (1100)

The key point is that the coverage will be based on need. In other
words, as the loss gets bigger, the government supports it more. This
allows farmers to know in advance what the support will be to better
plan for the future.

CALIS is a good program but at the same time we are working with
the industry to make it better. A few weeks ago the minister
announced the government was giving some breathing room for
producers in rolling back the deposit deadline to December 31 of this

year. Farmers also have until April 30 to select a protection level for
both the 2003 and 2004 production years.

These changes apply only to those provisions where CAIS is
delivered federally. Some provinces deliver their own program. They
are made on the expectation that the remaining provinces will sign
on with new features that we are going to be proposing to CAIS,
namely, and which many are looking for, coverage of negative
margins—if a producer goes below that margin, it will kick in—as
well as higher caps and a more simplified deposit.

Beyond the intermediate term the minister is fully committed to
ensuring that CAIS and all programs under our policy framework
continue to fulfill the needs of farmers. To that end we are in the
process of putting together the structure of an annual review to look
at the business risk management program with all facets of the APF.
We are constantly working with the industry, revising the program,
revisiting it, but I think right now we have a good one in the process.
Apart from business risk management, work continues around the
other chapters of the APF.

In closing, I want to assure the House that we are committed heart
and soul to do what it takes to help this industry get through this
difficult time so we can capture the opportunities that are out there.

There are opportunities such as ethanol. Two weeks ago the
minister joined with the Minister of Natural Resources to announce
approval of seven new ethanol projects across Canada under the
ethanol expansion program. These projects will allow Canadian
ethanol production to grow roughly one billion litres of fuel ethanol
within two years. That means adding value to farm crops. It means
new markets for farmers, new jobs for rural Canada and it means a
cleaner and greener future for all Canadians.

That is the kind of opportunity that is out there for Canadian
agriculture. That is why it is so urgent that we get this sector back on
track right where it was and right where it belongs.

®(1105)

Mr. Howard Hilstrom (Selkirk—Interlake, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
I remind the parliamentary secretary that until those borders are
opened up, it does not matter how many government programs there
are. Cattle producers are going to be losing money, the ones who are
primarily in the beef industry.

My question for the member is with regard to the cull program.
The cull program that was brought out applies only to animals over
30 months of age. Many of the bred heifers that are 24 to 30 months
of age and which will be calving in the next few weeks will have to
be culled but there is no program for them. The bulls were not
included in the cull program. They should have been because every
ranch of a commercial size has between 10 and 30 bulls.
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There is another thing that the beef industry did not fare very well
on. The dairy lobby did a very good job of getting a 16% cull rate
applied to the dairy herds. The parliamentary secretary and the
Minister of Agriculture have said to the beef industry that it only gets
an 8% cull. As a result we end up with the beef producer whose
income relies 100% on the sale of beef getting an 8% cull rate and
the dairy industry getting 16%.

I am not speaking against the dairy industry. I am saying that the
government screwed the beef farmer.

Hon. Mark Eyking: Mr. Speaker, those were pretty strong
comments by the member opposite.

There is no doubt that the border is the main issue. Farmers do not
really like to get subsidies. They like to have free market and free
access to markets. That is of key importance.

We are bringing all the scientific information to the panel in
Washington. We are looking at other countries that have closed their
borders. Some members opposite have worked with us on this. That
is the way we have to do it. We have to keep politics out of this. We
have to work together to open the border.

On the cull cow program, we are working in conjunction with the
provinces on that. At the present time they are taking inventories on
all the cattle that need to be culled. Maybe there are animals that
should be brought into the program. We are talking to the provinces,
looking at the inventories to see how it can have an impact on that
industry. We are going to continue to work on this program.

Mr. Art Hanger (Calgary Northeast, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the
parliamentary secretary is absolutely right that farmers indeed do not
like the subsidies, but there is a unique need here, as he has pointed
out. To keep the farm industry viable, subsidies will be forthcoming
and they should be sufficient to keep the industry alive.

Many from the farm community that I was born and raised in have
areal problem, as do I, with the way government does business, even
when there is a unique need in front of it. There is a real lack of trust.
Farmers see the scandal on the other side of the coin with money
being thrown out and used to feather the nests of friends and
business acquaintances of the government, and they have questions
about where they fit in as hard-working, honest, tax paying people.
They zero in on the politicians.

Let us look at the Auditor General's report on the sponsorship
scandal. She found that payments were made “using false invoices
and contracts or no written contracts at all”, apparently in order “to
provide commissions to communications agencies, while hiding the
source of funds and the true nature of the transactions”.

There is not an honest, hard-working taxpayer who is not going to
look at that and question the government's motives. There is not a
farmer around who is not going to look at that and say—

® (1110)
The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bélair): Order, please. The hon.

Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Agriculture and Agri-
Food.

Hon. Mark Eyking: Mr. Speaker, I will try to address the hon.
member's comments. The main topic this morning is agriculture. To
comment on individuals who have done wrong with Canadian
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taxpayers' money, they should be held accountable and our
government is taking that into consideration.

Let us talk about the beef industry. I will talk about trust. The
Canadian cattlemen are working with us. They are giving us kudos
on the job we have been doing with them. They are encouraging all
of us to work together. That is where trust is. They are putting their
trust in us to go to the United States and work with them. They are
travelling on missions with us. That is what trust is.

The cattlemen's objective is to have us open up the border. Their
objective is to work with us to get dollars out to farmers right across
the country. That is what trust is all about. I think they have the trust
in us to do so. Many in the farming community even want to be on
this team. They want to be part of our party and are running in
elections. That is where there is trust. There is trust in this
government.

Mr. Howard Hilstrom (Selkirk—Interlake, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
that was an interesting comment from the member that people in the
beef industry are working with the government and actually running
as Liberals in the next election.

Mr. Ted Haney, president of the Beef Export Federation, is
running for the Liberals and is campaigning right now in the city of
Calgary. He is hoping to get elected in the next election.

How is it that this man, who is supposed to be working for the
beef industry, who is supposed to be getting our markets opened up
and who is supposed to be selling beef, is running around the city of
Calgary trying to get elected to the House of Commons while the
beef industry is neglected by the Beef Export Federation? That
includes the chairman, Mr. Ben Thorlakson, who is allowing this
individual, who is being paid by check-off dollars, to run around and
play politics instead of working for farmers.

Hon. Mark Eyking: Mr. Speaker, I was hoping this conversation
would not go this way. I knew the hon. member would get excited
about it. He was excited about it in the agriculture committee the
other day. We have to keep this away. We have to keep politics away
from this situation. That is what the beef farmers want us to do. They
want us to work together. Many opposition members live in deep
cattle country. They live right next door to cattle operations. They
live close to the border. They have to jump on side with us. They
should talk with the governors of the states close to them. They
should work with us and never mind this nitpicking.

We have a great party and people want to belong to it. Let us not
bring up all of that. Let us forget about that and work together and
get this industry going. That is what we are here to do.

o (1115)

Mr. Maurice Vellacott (Saskatoon—Wanuskewin, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, I have a simple question for the member opposite. Does he
feel that some of these many dollars that have been squandered off,
amounting at some point to $2 billion, could have been better spent
in terms of help for and assistance to agricultural producers across
the country?
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Successive governments have neglected agriculture and I think it
has mounted to some considerable costs. Instead of spending money
on a gun registry boondoggle, HRDC and sponsorship scandals and
so on, would those dollars not have been better invested in farm
support programs for our producers across the country?

Hon. Mark Eyking: Mr. Speaker, in my riding, and in many
ridings across the country I am sure, for every dollar a constituent
spends on taxes, whether it is income tax or at the gas pumps, they
want those dollars taken care of. They want every cent taken care of.

Whether it is agriculture or health care, more money is needed.
More money is needed in health care and more is needed for
defence. There is a broad range of issues and departments out there
that need more money. Agriculture is important, and it is truly
important to me because I am a farmer, but every department needs
more money.

The issue is not whether there should be more money for
agriculture. Sure, we would all love to have more, but when we deal
with this we have to be very careful on how we spend money on
agriculture. We are in a trade zone in the world where we have to be
careful about what programs we put out there. If we are not careful,
we could end up having problems with the WTO.

[Translation]

Ms. Pauline Picard (Drummond, BQ): Mr. Speaker, I wish to
inform you that I will be sharing my time with the hon. member for
Champlain.

I am pleased to take part in this debate. The motion before us
today brings out two realities. The first is the government's loss of
control over certain spending. The second concerns what could be
done with this money to help people face all the crises in the
agricultural sector.

In her report, the Auditor General revealed a whole series of
irregularities in the management of certain programs, such as the
sponsorship program, where $252 million went to meet the Liberal
government's needs for visibility in Quebec. In the same report, we
find that the Liberal-connected communications firms received
commissions worth around $100 million, often just for moving a
cheque from one hand to the other. This was done by circumventing
all Treasury Board rules.

I must also say something about poor management at the Royal
Canadian Mint, which went from a profit of $23.1 million in 1999 to
an operating loss of $6.6 million in 2002. During that same period,
the salaries of senior managers rose by 45%. That happened without
any annual reports to Parliament ever mentioning these increases,
which were certainly substantial.

There was also the strange disappearance of $3 million paid out in
another visibility-enhancing operation, in which Groupaction and
Groupe Polygone were apparently involved. Where did that money
go?

Let us now look at federal propaganda, for which there seem to be
two criteria: the excessive quantity of money involved and the
concentration of such spending in Quebec. Let us look at some
estimates for one year, say 2001-02: government advertising,
$270 million; Canada Day, $5 million; Queen's Jubilee secretariat,

$11 million; Communication Canada, about $50 million; and
$43 million for propaganda related to the sponsorship program.

These expenditures total $379 million. To this amount, we should
add various initiatives of the Department of Canadian Heritage
relating to multiculturalism and grants by the Privy Council to
organizations such as the Council for Canadian Unity. I think we are
getting up near the billions of dollars.

With respect to advertising, according to data from the Nielson
Advertising firm, quoted in Robert Bernier's latest book, entitled Un
siecle de propagande au Canada, in 1999, the Government of
Canada was the number three advertiser in the country, behind
General Motors and BCE, with advertising expenses of
$97.1 million for the year.

According to information obtained through a question on the
Order Paper, the federal government spent $270 million on
advertising in 2001-02. Add to that its huge investments in other
communications activities for establishing its legitimacy. In 2001-02,
advertising and communications expenses were approximately
$422 million.

Between 1993 and 2002, the budget for organizing Canada Day
increased dramatically, from $2.4 million to $6.8 million. Year in
year out, Quebec receives $5 million for its celebrations, or 70% of
the federal budget. That is what comes of the insatiable Liberal
obsession with visibility.

During that time, farmers are going through a very difficult
situation and need help. In 2003, farm incomes dropped to the lowest
level in three years. Cattle farmers have seen their income drop by
more than one-third. Cull sells today at 30% of last year's price. Yet,
the government is taking a long time providing farmers with the help
they need.

The program for cattle farmers ended on December 31, 2003.

® (1120)

Under the cull cow program, producers are not getting any
compensation for 35% of their cows. While this is going on, Ottawa
is looking forward to a huge surplus of $7 billion to $8 billion, it is
spending money on useless propaganda as though there were no
tomorrow, and it is mismanaging everything that it gets its hands on.

Rather than putting the public service at the service of its friends,
the government should adequately fulfil its responsibilities towards
farmers. This is why I support the motion of the Conservative Party.

I would like to remind hon. members and the public that the Bloc
Quebecois played a key role in uncovering this scandal. If Quebec
had only been represented by Liberal members, this scandal would
never have surfaced. Since May 2000, the Bloc Quebecois has asked
over 450 questions on this issue. My colleague, the hon. member for
Rimouski—Neigette-et-la Mitis, raised it on May 12, 2000, with a
question on the use of front men at Communication Canada.



February 26, 2004

COMMONS DEBATES

1087

There is another example of mismanagement. [ am referring to the
gun registry program. The gun control legislation was passed in
1995, despite the reservations of several provinces.

Quebeckers, who were marked by the tragedy that occurred at
Ecole polytechnique, in 1989, still strongly support the program.
Incidentally, the Bloc Quebecois supported the bill when it was
passed.

However, the Canadian Firearms Program has seen many
technical and budgetary excesses. According to the December
2002 report of the Auditor General, the implementation costs of the
program, which were originally estimated at $2 million—the
program was supposed to be self-funding through the collection of
licence and registration fees—will be in excess of $1 billion by
2004-05, or 500 times more than the original estimate. We are
talking about cost overruns that may now be at over $2 billion.

The Bloc Quebecois feels that the management of this program is
a total fiasco. Still, we should not compromise the objective of
protecting the public by making cuts to this program. It is clear,
however, that it must be better managed.

Finally, there are too many useless expenditures in Ottawa. The
federal government is very rich, too rich. With so much money, it
could easily fulfil its responsibilities, but it prefers to spend
uselessly.

The Léonard committee set up by the Bloc Quebecois to examine
government spending estimated that it would be possible for the
federal government to save $5.7 billion per year, without—and I
emphasize this point—cutting services or transfers to the public.

At a time when agricultural producers are starving to death, the
provinces cannot make ends meet and the health system is subject to
incredible pressure, the wasteful ways of the Liberal Party are
scandalous.

A minority government could not take such liberties with
taxpayers' money. It is up to the voters to decide if they want these
wasteful ways to continue. Recent polls indicate that voters are tired
of the Liberals' lax attitude.

The mad cow crisis continues, and the assistance programs are
insufficient. Despite the partial reopening of the American border to
beef imports from all parts of Canada on August 8, the majority of
Canadian beef production is still subject to an embargo. In addition
to rising costs and problems selling their cattle, producers are getting
one-third less for their animals than last year.

The federal assistance package for cattle producers expired on
December 31, 2003, and the government is slow in making an
announcement, even with a significant surplus.

Producers of cull cows, an industry mainly in Quebec since the
ridings in central Quebec represent 47% of all dairy production, have
seen prices for their animals drop yet again. Last week, cows were
selling for 18¢ per pound at auction, 70% less compared to last year.
However, the federal cull cow program compensates these producers
for 65% of their cattle only. They have to absorb the remaining 35%.
That is what they are being told.

Supply

The money needed from Ottawa to provide cattle producers with
temporary emergency assistance is approximately $300 million. This
is more or less equivalent to the funds invested in absolutely nothing
through the sponsorship program.

® (1125)

If the government has the money to satisfy its hunger for visibility,
it can find the money to help our producers through the crisis
affecting this important industry.

Mr. Richard Marceau (Charlesbourg—Jacques-Cartier, BQ):
Mr. Speaker, my question is for the hon. member for Drummond,
who made an excellent speech, by the way. I would like her to tell
the House more about the consequences for producers, specifically
those in Quebec, of the federal government's poor management of
this crisis.

Obviously, people all across Canada are affected, as well as those
in Quebec. I know that she has met with some Quebec farmers,
especially the rather desperate ones in her riding who have been
calling her, because this crisis affects their daily life and daily wages.

I would ask her to refresh our memory a bit on this point.

Ms. Pauline Picard: Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleague for his
excellent question. It will give me a chance to speak about the
agricultural producers in Quebec.

Some 50% of all Canada's milk production is based in Quebec.
Every one of those farmers in that 50% is affected by the culled cow
situation. In the West, they say they are major beef producers, but
dairy farming is concentrated in Quebec. If we talk about dairy
farming, we are talking about culled cows.

At present, culled cows are no longer sufficient, in that revenues
for dairy farmers are no longer adequate. When cows no longer
produce milk, they are sent to the slaughterhouse to become meat,
such as hamburger, for instance. This income has enabled farmers to
make ends meet. This income, for example, often goes to paying
down the mortgage or loans that were taken out to buy farm
machinery.

It is very difficult for them. When I toured our ridings with other
members from the centre of Quebec, we saw people's despair. Many
young people who have taken up farming are now facing
bankruptcy. Their despair and impotence in the face of this crisis
is very obvious.

We keep telling them that Liberal government officials are
travelling to the United States and meeting with the secretaries of
state who are managing the embargo imposed on Canada, but our
delegations always come back empty-handed, without any solution.
What do they do on these trips? What do they talk about? The
embargo has yet to be lifted, and our producers are still being
punished.

I would also like to point out that the mad cow crisis occurred in
Alberta, over 6,000 kilometres away from our region. When the
same crisis occurred in England, which is about 100 kilometres from
the French border, France was not punished.
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The Bloc Quebecois has always asked the federal government to
frame this crisis in a regional context. In Quebec, we were the first
ones to set up a tracking system. Since 1993, we have had a system
which guarantees that, should this kind of problem ever occur, we
would be able to track the sick animals within the hour. Therefore,
why punish a whole region because of one cow that came from a
province located 6,000 kilometres away?

We really need adequate programs now. It is very important to
maintain agricultural programs, because farming is the very basis of
life. If people can no longer eat, they will die.

In Quebec, we have a system that is recognized throughout the
world as being extremely safe—

® (1130)

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bélair): I am sorry to interrupt the hon.
member, but her time is up. We will continue the debate with the
hon. member for Champlain.

Mr. Marcel Gagnon (Champlain, BQ): Mr. Speaker, I know my
colleague from Drummond still had a lot to say. I agree with her that,
if there is one thing that has been utterly unfair to Quebec, it is the
mad cow crisis.

As the member for Drummond said, since 1993, Quebec has taken
every precaution to keep track of every animal that is put on the
market. This is a measure that did not come into effect nationally
until 1997.

Since 1993, we have been aware of the risks, especially, as the
member for Drummond said, since 50% of the milk produced in
Canada is produced in Quebec. It is a major industry. It is a big part
of industry in Quebec. That said, it was necessary to take precautions
to avoid a crisis like the one we are in now.

When I was listening to the parliamentary secretary a song popped
in my head. I forget who sings it, but it says:

Paroles, paroles, paroles.

Words, words, words. All I have heard since I have been in this
House is nothing but words.

An hon. member: Was it not Dalida?
Mr. Marcel Gagnon: It may have been.

I was on the Standing Committee on Agriculture and Agri-Food
for at least two years, and the former minister of agriculture and agri-
food promised us the moon. For months he talked about a framework
agreement, or a policy framework. It was going to be wonderful and
change the world of agriculture. Just this morning, someone
mentioned we never had anything like this before in Canada.

In Quebec, we have had something even better for a long time. It
is not for nothing that Quebec farmers did not want to sign this
agreement. They signed it with a knife to their throats. It does not
make sense because our agriculture was better protected before this
agreement.

It is terrible to see how much we are losing to a government that
protects its friends first, no matter where they come from. We have
seen the sponsorship scandal. We can take the administration scandal

in general as an example. I swear, with the money that gets wasted in
this government, it would be possible, if it were logical and offered
not just words but real actions to go with the words, something more
than just hot air, the farmers in Quebec or anywhere in Canada
would not have the problems they are having now.

My colleague from Drummond said that, especially in her riding
—because most of the dairy industry, some 47% of Quebec's
production, is concentrated in her riding—there are some farmers in
a very sorry state right now.

I have already used the example in this House of a visit I had from
a farmer who said he had been a millionaire. “At the age of 59, I was
ready to retire. I could have sold and with what I had on my farm I
could have paid for my retirement”, he told me. Then he told me,
“But now I am not worth anything anymore. My retirement has gone
out the window because of the mismanagement of this government”.

At age 59, this farmer will have to keep working to earn a living
because he has nothing left. In another region of Quebec, farmers are
committing suicide.

This is no joking matter. It is a big deal to individuals. When we
talk about industry, it seems like we are talking about machines. But
when we talk about the farming industry, 90% of it involves labour
and humans. Some people are losing everything, and the government
has nothing but words, words, words for them.

It will provide something in the next budget, on the eve of the
election. We have seen that before and we will be seeing it again.
The government is getting ready. It will announce $1 billion for
farmers. However, it will not have time to spend the money because
it will be out on the campaign trail. Personally, I hope it never comes
back.

® (1135)

People say this government mismanages things. My colleague, the
member for Jonquiére, asked a question about a highway that was
promised but never built. I remember having heard, in this House,
the Prime Minister say that he was taking the time to establish good
relations with the province so that the money is well spent. If there is
one government not qualified to show anyone how to spend money
well, it is the Liberal government. This is quite incredible.

To give members an idea, under the current Prime Minister, when
he was finance minister, operating costs increased by 39% in five
years. This is an average of 9.6% a year, while inflation was 1.9%.
Where did the rest go?

The number of federal officials increased by 46,000 in five years.
That is a 21% increase. For the same period, the payroll increased by
7.3%, to 41%. In comparison with the government of any province,
we can see that not one province is as mismanaged as this
government.
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Expenditures for legal services have increased by 129%, and, this
is quite extraordinary, expenditures for opinion polls have increased
by 334%. It started in 1994 before the referendum. They wanted to
know how to stop Quebec from moving forward. I already heard the
Prime Minister say in the House that they were not using polls to
govern. What would it be like if they had to use polls to govern. So,
there is a 334% increase, or 66.8% annually, for opinion polls.

Where is this money coming from? It is being taken from those
who need it. I am not talking about the sponsorship scandal; we have
talked about that enough. My colleague from Drummond talked
about what we could have done with the $250 million that was
stolen. There is constant talk about helping those who feed this
country, who feed Quebec, about those who are building this
country, the farmers, but there is never enough time. Hot air is all
they are offered, while they work in the fields and suffer as a result
of this government's mismanagement.

In passing, I can say that there is another important element. We
are suffering from our lack of sovereignty. If Quebec was sovereign,
producers would not be experiencing this problem. My colleague
from Drummond said that, if a European country experiences a
problem, the border is not far. Quebec has taken the necessary
measures to prevent a mad cow crisis. Quebec is 6,000 km from the
problem, and yet it is the one suffering.

Quebec was also implicated in the sponsorship scandal. Why did
Liberal pals invest so much money there? Because they were afraid
that Quebec would make the right choice. They wanted to stop
Quebec from making a decision. They conducted polls and greased
the palm of their Liberal friends saying, “Show us how to stop
Quebec from moving forward”. That is what they did with our
money. They stole from us three times. They stole our reputation, our
money and our country.

I think the federal government is a terrible administrator. No
wonder Quebec still hopes to become a sovereign nation.
® (1140)
[English]

Mr. Howard Hilstrom (Selkirk—Interlake, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
I agree with the member when he says that, since 1993 with the
Liberal government, agriculture has deteriorated down to the point
where we have negative realized net income in the country across the
agricultural sectors.

Including Quebec, every province of the country has a lot of dairy.
Quebec is the biggest by far. With regard to zoning, the member
should know that Quebec has imported hundreds of thousands of
head of feeder beef cattle from western Canada over the past few
years to put into their feedlots There is a lot of interaction there. I
also note that Quebec has sent out a lot of dairy cattle to be killed in
the packing plants of Alberta.

There is this interaction and zoning is tough to do when there is
that kind of interaction of beef cattle. Quebec is a great exporter of
beef on the international scene, exporting 8% of Canada's total.
Quebec is very important to the beef industry of Canada.

I would like to ask the member to comment on whether or not this
is in fact true, that cattle are moving across the country and that it is
difficult to zone one province off from the others?

Supply

[Translation]

Mr. Marcel Gagnon: Mr. Speaker, I thank my hon. colleague for
his question. He is completely correct. It is true that with respect to
exports out of Quebec or imports into Quebec, it is quite normal,
because we are in a time when we talk about the free movement of
goods.

I was giving the example of the European countries. Even where
countries share a border, even with problems such as we are
encountering at present, that does not mean there is no more trade.
We can see it with the United States. We are trading with the United
States even though the border is currently closed in this sector.

What I wanted to demonstrate earlier involves the immensity of
this land. Because this problem could not be regionalized and
minimized, that means that the Mauricie, for example, which is some
6,000 kilometres from the region where the problem exists, is also
affected. The problem has arrived in Mauricie even though as a
region it has less than 1% —really none—of the responsibility for
this crisis.

Since 1993, Quebec has taken the necessary steps. If a cow from
Quebec is sold to another province, we can trace it. We trace the
origins of the animal, and it is the same thing when we get them from
elsewhere. We started taking this precaution in 1993 because of the
value of our farms and our dairy herds.

Now we are paying because this has not been done elsewhere.That
is the situation I wanted to explain. Of course an independent
Quebec would be an importing and exporting country just like all
others.

o (1145)

Mr. Yves Rocheleau (Trois-Riviéres, BQ): Mr. Speaker, first, |
want to congratulate my colleague from Champlain for his very
passionate and instructive speech. He is currently the member for
Champlain, but the future member for Saint-Maurice—Champlain is
the one who will properly represent the people of that riding, defend
the interests of his riding and not just his own personal interests, as
the former representative for Saint-Maurice did, as is now common
knowledge.

I want to ask my colleague the following question. With regard to
the mad cow crisis and its effect on Quebec, what is the direct impact
on producers, particularly dairy producers, even though, as he said,
the problem happened 6,000 km from Quebec? In everyday terms,
what impact is this having on our producers?

Mr. Marcel Gagnon: Mr. Speaker, I thank the hon. member for
Trois-Rivieres for his question.

The current crisis is having a major impact on dairy producers.
Cull cows can represent 25% of a dairy producer's net income. When
a cow can no longer produce milk, it is sold for meat, and the profits
of the sale represent 25% of net income, at times. Sometimes too, we
use this money to make our payments.
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There are young producers in my riding. One of them called me
this morning to ask what he should do to make the payment on his
farm. His father would have some money set aside, but this man is
just starting out and has nothing. This is an important source of
income that allows him to put food on the table and make the
payments on his farm.

[English]

Hon. Lorne Nystrom (Regina—Qu'Appelle, NDP): Mr. Speak-
er, I rise to support the motion before the House today because I
believe agriculture is in a real crisis, particularly the livestock
industry. The government needs to be more aware of that and it
needs to do more than it has done in the past.

I want to focus on the crisis by giving a few numbers that have
surprised a lot of people and of which the general population is not
aware. | have here the statistics for the cash receipts received by
farmers in Canada. If we look at the year 2002, their realized net
income, which is the income farmers have after depreciation, after
paying all their expenses, after paying bank loans and so on, was
exactly $2,744,000,000.

In 2003, the net realized income of farmers in Canada was minus
$13.4 million. That is a negative income. To make this even more
startling, this is the lowest income Canadian farmers have had since
they started keeping statistics in the 1920s. Most Canadians are not
aware of the seriousness of the situation. This is a major crisis.

I want to now look at my own province of Saskatchewan. In 2002
the realized net income was $606 million. In 2003 it was minus $465
million. That is a drop of 177% in the farmers' income in one year.
We can just imagine the crisis when the net income of a group in our
society in the province of Saskatchewan was minus $465 million and
nationwide it was minus some $13 million. In Alberta, it was minus
$229 million.

I want to talk primarily about the west because I am splitting my
time with my friend from Sackville—Musquodoboit Valley—
Eastern Shore, Nova Scotia who will talk about what is happening
in Atlantic Canada and elsewhere.

We have a major crisis in agriculture today. The motion before the
House today asks that we take some money from the sponsorship
programs and the gun registry program and put it into the farm crisis.
I could not agree more. The sponsorship programs have been major
scandals. We have seen major corporate scandals all the way from
Brian Mulroney right through to the present Prime Minister. They
were a common thing during the Conservative Party government of
Brian Mulroney and they continued through the Chrétien days to the
present day. There is not much change except in magnitude. There is
the same kind of coziness between the corporate elite and the
government of Brian Mulroney and the government of Jean
Chrétien.

I also think we should scrap the gun registry. We have now spent
about $1 billion on the gun registry. I am proud to say that the NDP
governments in Saskatchewan and in Manitoba are opposed to the
gun registry and are not co-operating in the implementation of the
registry. The NDP government in Saskatchewan is helping the
Federation of Saskatchewan Indian Nations in its legal challenge to
the registry as it affects its treaty rights to hunt.

We could have taken the $1 billion that was spent over the last
while and put it toward the farm crisis. We also have money in the
federal surplus which, according to many economists, will be about
$6.2 billion, and that is after the $2 billion goes into health care as
announced by the Minister of Finance about two weeks ago.

® (1150)

I introduced a motion in the House on Monday of this week
saying that because of the crisis in farming, in health care and in
education, for this year alone the federal government should agree to
send half the surplus to the provinces to help them cope with the
farm crisis, health and education. Most provinces are now facing a
deficit or are dipping into their fiscal stabilization funds to balance
their budgets.

The federal government has the money to help the farmers.

Agriculture in general is in a crisis but the livestock industry is in
even more of a crisis because of what the mad cow disease has done
to the industry. This has happened through no fault of the farmers. It
was discovered that one cow in Canada and one cow in the United
States had BSE, or mad cow disease.

The government should take some short term measures and
provide immediate financial support in terms of interest free loans
that would help the farmers in the immediate sense. It should move
to temporarily reduce the cow herd by paying farmers to,
unfortunately, slaughter some cows.

Canada has had one cow with mad cow disease and the United
States has had one but the Americans have closed their border to our
cattle and, consequently, we cannot export live cattle to the United
States. What we should be saying to the Americans is that if they do
not open their border to our cattle, then we will close our border in
eastern Canada to the importation of American beef and start moving
western Canadian beef into eastern Canada. The time has come to
get tough with the Americans. They close their border to our beef
and we keep our border open to their beef.

My final remarks on mad cow are that I believe the federal
government should take a look at a challenge to the United States
under both NAFTA and the WTO. If we look at chapter 7 of the
WTO it talks about the importance of restrictions based on scientific
evidence. All the scientific evidence shows that with one case of mad
cow there is safety for the Canadian consumer, the American
consumer and any consumer anywhere in the world to consume
Canadian beef.

What we have been dealt here is a very unfair hand by the United
States and I think we have the grounds to consider a challenge under
NAFTA and the WTO.

We have to look at the long term stability of agriculture right
across the country. The one thing on which I certainly disagree with
the new Conservative Party is its stand on orderly marketing.
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I come from a small farm near Wynyard, Saskatchewan. I have a
lot of farmers and a lot of towns in my riding. I know how important
the Canadian Wheat Board is to our farmers. The Canadian Wheat
Board is extremely important for the marketing of Canadian grain
from western Canada. The board is supported by the overwhelming
majority of farmers across the prairies, particularly in Manitoba and
Saskatchewan. It is important that we have strong support for the
Canadian Wheat Board.

However, over the last number of years, many members of the far
right, of the Conservative Party, the former Alliance Party and
Reform Party, the Saskatchewan Party, the cold porridge party,
whatever members want to call it, the Brian Mulroney party, the
Grant Devine party, the Eric Berntson party, they have been standing
up and talking about an end to the Canadian Wheat Board.

It has always been the Conservatives who have stood on the
regressive side of things. They have now changed their name from
Progressive Conservatives to Conservatives. They have dropped the
progressive. I guess they are now regressive Conservatives. However
we know where they stand and it is not on the side of farmers. They
do not stand in support of the Canadian Wheat Board in Canada, and
the member for Battlefords—Lloydminster knows that. A lot of them
are talking about a dual marketing system, where farmers are offered
the so-called freedom of choice to market their grain, knowing full
well that it would undermine the Canadian Wheat Board which is
there to market the grain of all western Canadian farmers.

®(1155)

I can tell members that we on this side of the House stand four-
square with western Canadian farmers who have overwhelmingly
indicated their strong support for the Canadian Wheat Board as a
single desk marketing system to market western Canadian grain.

The Conservative Party is showing its true colours. It does not
want the farmers to have this collective right in the marketplace. It
wants to get back to a dog eat dog free market where the farmer is up
against companies like Cargill grain.

Mr. Howard Hilstrom (Selkirk—Interlake, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
through you, I will speak directly to my relatives and friends in the
Wynyard area of Saskatchewan.

There are a lot of beef producers in that area and we have just
heard the official NDP policy that it wants to start a major trade
battle with the United States and totally prohibit the importation of
beef from the United States. The NDP would have Saskatchewan as
part of the supply of beef down to Ontario, Quebec and the
maritimes.

I would like to inform the member from Saskatchewan that the
Saskatchewan beef industry would shrink to zero and the
Saskatchewan beef farmer would starve to death under that type of
policy. Why do I say that? It is for the simple reason that Ontario,
Quebec and the maritimes are quite capable of supplying their own
total domestic supply of beef. They do not need any beef from
Manitoba, Saskatchewan, Alberta or B.C.

1 want to point out very clearly that the NDP is very wrong in
saying that it would close off the border to U.S. beef and that
somehow that would help the farmers of Saskatchewan. I would ask
the member to comment on that.

Supply
®(1200)

Hon. Lorne Nystrom: Mr. Speaker, my family and relatives are
in Wynyard as well, which is an area that has always supported
strong, orderly marketing, the Canadian Wheat Board and very
progressive politics over the years. It has rejected the politics of the
member across the way. Even in the Diefenbaker years, the
Conservative Party did not win the town of Wynyard and the
support of the farmers in the surrounding area and it was because the
Conservatives in this country have never stood up for the farmers.

The member across the way should know that Atlantic Canada is
importing beef from the United States while the Americans have cut
off the export of live cattle from our country into the United States. [
want the border re-opened but we have to stand up and talk tough to
the Americans.

I know the Conservative Party across the way is really the
republican party north but if we do not stand up and talk tough and
tell the Americans that we want fair trade and a fair deal then of
course they will not listen and they will keep their border closed.

I think the people in Wynyard and the beef producers want us to
start talking tough. They want us to take a look at challenging the
Americans under NAFTA and with the World Trade Organization.
What is the member afraid of? They do not hesitate to do it to us.
They closed their border. They put huge duties on our forest
products. They do not hesitate to ignore the rules under the World
Trade Organization or NAFTA so why do we not stand up and talk
tough to the Americans as well?

We produce a lot of beef in this country. Some western beef can
go into eastern Canada in the meantime. The main thing is to get the
border open so we can have the free flow of beef on both sides of the
border.

I understand the industry very well. I know it is very highly
integrated, but the Americans do not seem to understand that. They
are very protectionist. It is the George Bush regime, which is
worshipped by the Conservative Party, that is discriminating against
Canadian farmers. The Americans are going into an election and it
does not look like they will open the border until after the election. I
say that it is time for us to talk tough.

I just met with some farmers in Wynyard about three or four
weeks ago in a shed in a farmer's yard. They want us to talk tough
and stand up for the rights of Canadians.

Mr. Howard Hilstrom: Mr. Speaker, regarding expertise in the
area of the cattle business, I happen to have run a ranch myself with
over 300 head. I came from Estevan, Saskatchewan, which is my
home town. My brother, Donald, still ranches in the Estevan area. [
can tell members that without the export markets, primarily the
United States market, the beef industry in western Canada is totally
dead.
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I am amazed at the NDP anti-American attitude, that we can
somehow beat up on a country that has over 100 million head of
cattle while we have only 10 million head, and that somehow we are
going to teach them a lesson. That kind of thinking on trade matters
is wrong, wrong, wrong, and I hope that the people of Wynyard and
Estevan, Saskatchewan are noting this debate today.

Hon. Lorne Nystrom: Mr. Speaker, I will certainly second that
hope about those out there watching this debate today, but I ask the
member across the way, what is his solution?

The Americans are not playing fair ball. I have not talked to a
single farmer in my riding who thinks the Americans are being fair
to the Canadian people and yet the member is getting up and
worshiping George Bush.

I know that 70% of our beef is exported out of this country and I
know we want to export it. I have never said we should not be
exporting. The Americans only export about 10% of their
production. I think the hon. member across the way knows that.

What we have to do is stand up and tell the Americans that they
are not playing fair. They are playing hardball and that member
wants to throw a puftball at the Americans. He worships the ground
that George Bush walks on. He supported the war in Iraq. The
Canadian farmers want us to stand up for Canadians and for
Canadian farmers, and not just kowtow to George Bush.

Mr. Peter Stoffer (Sackville—Musquodoboit Valley—Eastern
Shore, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I thank the Conservative Party for
bringing forward this valuable motion.

Accountability in the House of Commons, in the other place, and
for that matter in all provincial and territorial legislatures and
municipal legislatures is crucial. It is critical at this time in our
history that all politicians of all political stripes be extremely
accountable and responsible for the taxpayers' dollars. As we know,
there is only one taxpayer. Through the media of television,
newsprint and radio we get our message out to them that we must be
accountable.

People are very angry and upset about the recent scandal that has
hit the Liberal government. They are also very confused. They are
also very intelligent about the issue. They know the scandal that has
hit the present government is not brand new. This type of scandalous
operation in the federal government has been happening since Brian
Mulroney hit this place in 1984. There has been over 20 years of
unaccountability by majority governments in this country and it has
to stop.

The NDP believes that one of the ways to do that is to actually
change the way we are voted into this place. We have to bring in a
system of proportional representation. It would make us all that
much more accountable to the Canadian taxpayers who, right now,
are getting their taxes together. Many of them will have to send
cheques to the Receiver General for Canada. When they see their tax
dollars going out of their wallets to the government, knowing that
the government has given hundreds of millions of dollars out the
back door to its friends, they will be very upset. I empathize and
sympathize with the Canadian taxpayers because it is unacceptable
that their dollars are mismanaged in such a callous manner.

I would like to narrow down the debate to Atlantic Canada and the
issues that face it.

According to the Auditor General's reports, the gun registry itself
has cost close to $1 billion with no end in sight. The previous
minister of industry, Mr. Rock, said very clearly that it would only
cost the taxpayer around $2 million to implement. How wrong the
government was. If the government can mismanage that amount of
money, from $2 million to $1 billion, what else is it mismanaging
that we are unaware of? Almost $187 billion is spent. The
government must be more accountable for what it does.

On a personal note, I say scrap the gun registry, bring lawful gun
owners into the debate and come up with a system that is not only
fiscally accountable but also is socially responsible. If we were to do
that, we would not only be saving the taxpayers a lot of money, we
would be inviting citizen participation in this very worthwhile
debate.

I also want to thank all the wonderful people in Halifax, Nova
Scotia. The recent storm set a record snowfall for our province.
There were health care providers who worked around the clock.
They did a great job looking after the needs of the citizens in that
area. Snowplough operators, including those who came from New
Brunswick to assist our Nova Scotia operators, worked around the
clock to get the streets cleared.

The great people in Nova Scotia are amazing. A lot of people
called my office concerned not about their well-being but about the
well-being of the elderly and shut-ins who were not able to shovel
their way out or get the supplies they needed. There is story after
story about the great neighbourly goodwill of the people of Nova
Scotia looking after their neighbours.

That is why I am extremely proud to say that I come from Nova
Scotia. I am very proud to be able to stand in this House and
represent the people of Nova Scotia. A tip of the hat to all those
people who did yeomen's work in alleviating the pressures that the
snowfall caused in our area.

On specific notes as to what the government could do with our tax
dollars, we believe that the shipbuilding industry in the regional part
of Atlantic Canada has been overlooked. It has been neglected for far
too long.

® (1205)

Instead of the gun registry and the sponsorship scandal, it easily
could have invested in a proper shipbuilding policy so that our Coast
Guard vessels, ferries and naval replacement vessels could all be
made in Atlantic Canada. For that matter they could be built in
Quebec, Port Welland, Ontario, and out on the west coast. That
would encourage thousands of highly skilled people to come back to
work and earn a very decent living not only in Atlantic Canada but
across the country.

We implore the government to take this issue very seriously and to
bring in the shipbuilding policy that Mr. Tobin had commissioned,
that was done by the industry and labour. Those ships could be built
in Atlantic Canada and then people would not have to go down the
Trans-Canada Highway to find work. They could stay and work in
their own communities in Atlantic Canada and be very proud of a
traditional shipbuilding industry, just as we used to have.
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There is also the softwood lumber crisis. There is a lot of talk
coming from the Minister of Industry and the Minister of
International Trade about what is called the pan-Canadian solution
to meet the protectionist attitudes of the United States.

We have a serious concern in that if we get into that kind of a
solution with a quota system, Atlantic Canada would suffer. In
Atlantic Canada almost 80% of our lumber is cut on private land
whereas from Quebec to B.C. the opposite is true and most of that
lumber is cut on Crown land.

We have always had an exemption on the east coast called the
maritime accord. This is what the lumber and mill producers are
asking for in Atlantic Canada. We want to make sure that any deal
made with the United States takes into very serious account the
special circumstances of Atlantic Canada.

We on this side of the House, and all members from Atlantic
Canada regardless of party I am sure, take this issue very seriously.
We encourage the government to always remember that in the
negotiations.

As well we could talk about equalization. The premier of Nova
Scotia rightfully asked about the royalties from the natural resources
of oil and gas. We should be able to keep more of them for our
province. If we did that, people's attitude and impression of Nova
Scotia being a have not province would go away.

I reject categorically suggestions by any politician of any political
stripe or any commentator that Nova Scotia is a have not province. It
is absolute nonsense to say that. We are a have province. We have
some of the best natural resources in the country. Some of the finest
people in the world live in our province. We are a have province.

Maybe financially we are not as well off as the other provinces but
the reality is that if we are given the development dollars that are
required and the infrastructure, Nova Scotia would be a fabulous
province in terms of economic opportunities and activities. We
encourage the federal government to work with the provincial
governments of Atlantic Canada to move toward that goal. If we did
that, it would go a long way.

I also want to talk about the issues relating to fiscal responsibility
toward our military. The government is in discussions with the
Americans about some nuclear missile defence shield, ballistic
missile defence, what some people call star wars or the weaponiza-
tion of space.

I represent the Shearwater air base and a very large military base
in Nova Scotia in the garrison city of Halifax. I say very clearly to
the government that instead of concentrating on some futuristic
possibilities, the government should be putting core dollars into our
military, the infrastructure, the men and women and their families

Members of our military need to be properly trained and properly
equipped. They need to receive the right direction and support from
the government. For that matter, they need the support of all
members of Parliament. We constantly see stories in the papers about
the possible closure of bases, the reduction of the forces themselves
and the fact that a lot of armed forces personnel are suffering from
burnout. We encourage, especially in the next budget, the
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government to look at the military in a much more positive light
than it has done over the last 10 years.

In conclusion, I again thank the Conservative Party of Canada for
bringing the motion forward. It is imperative that all of us ensure that
we look after the taxpayers' dollars. Tommy Douglas used to say that
he would never spend a farmer's nickel unless he told him where it
was going and what benefit it would have to him and his family. We
on the east coast agree with that, especially members of our party.
We just want to make sure that the government is more accountable
for the tax dollars that it spends.

® (1210)

Mr. Garry Breitkreuz (Yorkton—Melville, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
if I were to trade places with you for even just a day or two, you
would realize how absolutely devastating the BSE crisis is in my
riding. Day after day, producers are calling my office. They have
done everything they can to possibly save themselves from the
devastating effects of this. They have rationed feed. They have sold
animals for next to nothing just to pay a few bills. They have cut
back on veterinary visits which is harmful to their cattle. They have
begged the banks for loans and the banks have said that they cannot
lend them any more money because of the uncertainty of the
situation and the fact that the government is not coming forward with
some kind of announcement of assistance. There is nothing else that
they can do.

Brian Patron is a producer from the Goodeve area in my
constituency. He has been told by his bank to give up. He said that
the bank told him to go to the Alberta oil patch and work, that there
is nothing the bank could do.

Judy Holod of Langenburg is selling cattle for about half as much
as she would have received one year ago.

Greg Hemmings from Esterhazy said that the difference between
selling cattle in December and February is like night and day. That is
a matter of two months. In December Mr. Hemmings sold six head
and received $6,000. When he sold six more on February 3, he
received $1,801.65. The difference in just a couple of months is
absolutely staggering.

We do not realize how the BSE crisis is compounding. On a daily
basis it is becoming worse. Producers in Saskatchewan are receiving
about half as much for their cattle as they were compared to a year
ago.

Would the member agree that this collapse in the agriculture
industry is not only affecting the farmers of the country but it is also
affecting Atlantic Canada? Do we not have to do something now and
quickly?
® (1215)

Mr. Peter Stoffer: Mr. Speaker, I thank the hon. member from
Saskatchewan for that great question.

The reality is that coming from Atlantic Canada we know exactly
what happened in 1992 to the fishermen in Newfoundland and
Labrador when their industry was completely cut out from under
them. The farmers on the Prairies especially with BSE concerns are
going through the exact same thing.
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What has to happen is that with support from this side of the
House the federal government needs to ensure that those people are
financially stabilized. Perhaps it could be something similar to TAGS
on the east coast. We need to ensure that the families especially in
rural Canada have dollars coming in to ensure the survival of their
enterprises and their families.

At the same time we need to work with the United States and
other countries to ensure, as my colleagues from Regina—
Qu'Appelle and Palliser said, that we operate on the best science.
One cow should not bring down the entire industry. We have to get
the message out that our beef in Canada is some of the world's best. I
know there is nothing better, except for an Atlantic lobster, than
good Alberta beef. Put that surf and turf together and we have a
meal.

When we have our dinner tonight we should say a little prayer for
the producers and those farmers and their families who sustain us
and give us the best quality food in the country.

As well as financial support, we have to work cooperatively, not
just separately, and tell the world that our food is the best in the
world and that we have nothing to hide. We should show our support
for those families so that years from now the kids on those farms can
have a livelihood and can provide sustenance for our children in the
future.

Mr. Howard Hilstrom (Selkirk—Interlake, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
our problem is not explaining to the world how safe our beef is and
the regulations that we have put in place to ensure it is safe. Our
problem is having the salesmen who can go to that other country and
just like the salesmen of any product, clinch the deal. That is where
our agriculture minister and our Prime Minister have failed so
miserably. They have not been able to clinch the deal with Japan,
Korea, China and the United States. That is my main criticism of the
Prime Minister and the agriculture minister.

Mr. Peter Stoffer: 1 could not agree more, Mr. Speaker. The
government should have done what Mr. Chrétien did with the trade
missions. He brought with him on the trade missions members of
Parliament, members of the Senate, provincial leaders and industry
leaders. This issue should have been taken much more seriously.

The government cannot do it by itself. It needs to show that this is
a national problem and that we will work on this concern on a
national level. The scientists, the industry, the farmers and the
political leaders of all stripes need to go to the other countries and
prove once and for all that our product is the best in the world.

Mr. Gerry Ritz (Battlefords—Lloydminster, CPC): Mr. Speak-
er, it is a pleasure to rise today to join this debate on the agricultural
industry across this country. Of course we all have seen the statistics
in the last little while. In my home province of Saskatchewan, there
has been a $1 billion drop in two seasons. That is a slide that is just
about impossible to come back from.

What concerns a lot of us in the House, and my colleagues have
alluded to it just in the last couple of minutes, is the respect for our
people on the land. It is not there anymore. We are seeing a huge
disconnect between people who pick up their groceries off the shelf
at the grocery store and the people who actually produce the goods,
the ones who put the blood, sweat and tears into the production. We

are seeing net farm incomes drop to levels we have not seen since the
1920s, and of course our input costs are in 2004.

The statistics we see are staggering, as is the lack of attention from
the government on this file. We have seen some ad hoc moneys
tossed around. We have seen agriculture ministers come and go,
along with their policy ideas. They come and go. We do not see any
long term stability, market certainty or cashflow, all of those things
that business requires.

And agriculture is a huge business. Whether one is the guy on the
land or the guy raising the cattle, sheep or whatever, it is a huge
business in this country. It puts $36 billion annually into our gross
domestic product. It is the third largest contributor. There are
250,000 jobs that work off that farm base. It is a huge industry.

Why the government of the day—and for the last decade—cannot
come to grips with the importance of the viability of that industry
just boggles my mind. I cannot for the life of me understand how the
Liberal government cannot address this slide that agriculture has
been on, especially for the last 10 years. It has let it get to
unprecedented low levels.

Is it a spending priority for the government? No.

We have seen that. We have seen other programs come forward
for “friends of”. That is what our motion addresses today: the
priorities of the government. We have been seeing a lot of different
issues covered in a weekend. Decisions on $100 million jets for the
Prime Minister can be arrived at in one or two days. As for
backstopping agriculture, we are 11 months into this crisis and we
still cannot get the cash off the cabinet table to the kitchen tables.

CFIP is the program that was supposed to be the answer to a lot of
this backstopping of agriculture in 2002. The payments are finally
going out now with 70% of what people qualify for being paid
because the government says the budget has run out.

We have little things around here called the supplementary
estimates. You have seen those come and go, Mr. Speaker, and you
know what kinds of programs can be topped up and backstopped. Of
course agriculture should be and could have been, but the
government did not have the political will to do it. I guess that
with only 2% of the population being farmers, it is not a big enough
voting base to get the government's attention.

However, everybody in this country likes to eat. That safe, secure,
quality food that we all enjoy is in peril. It is at risk. We no longer
can control the costs if we start going offshore, and there is the
processing and all the industries that are built upon that primary
industry.
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Let us look at the last program on BSE. Let us think of the
livestock industry and think of it as a pie. A quarter of it is the cow-
calf guy, a quarter of it is the stocker or the backgrounder getting
these cattle ready for the third part, which is the feedlots, and then
into the processing sector. The government decided it was going to
fix the livestock and backstop the BSE thing. What does it do? It
pipes the money into the processing level. It does not flow back
downhill. If we start putting money in at the farm gate, we could
save an industry because it will ratchet up but it will not go
backward. We saw that happen in the last little while.

I would like to announce that I will be splitting my time with the
member for Lanark—Carleton, so I would appreciate knowing when
I am getting close to my boundaries.

We have seen that program happening. In the agricultural
committee now, we are spending all of our time looking back at
what went wrong when we have farmers out there going broke day
by day. Agriculture in this country has always been next year. It
always has been, “It will be better next year”. Now I have guys
phoning in saying they are not going to make next month.

We have seeding coming up within a couple of months. There is
no cashflow. We are still paying off bills from the year before
because the government was not there.

Nobody wants the government in their face and we already have
too many bureaucrats and consultants running around out there, but
there are times when an industry is in crisis. This has been a disaster
unparalleled in this country and we are not seeing the government
rise to the challenge.

To that end, watching what the Liberals have not done, the
Conservative Party on this side of the House has put together a
program in the last few days. We announced it this morning in a
press release. We are looking at a Conservative government being
formed hopefully in the next short while and we are looking at a $1
billion package.

®(1220)

We have seen $1 billion come and go in this place with no impact
on society, none at all. The money was just gone. We are talking
about $1 billion to backstop agriculture. We are talking about
topping up that 2002 CFIP, which the government has not seen fit to
do. We are talking about getting the money out there. We are talking
about getting 100% of what farmers qualify for out there. That is the
least we can do. That has to be done.

Second, our processing capacity in this country has to be
increased. There are a tremendous amount of livestock sectors that
have no avenue for getting their animals processed. We are still
importing because we cannot address it, and yet there is a glut of
animals that need to be on the store shelves and cannot get there.
That processing has to be increased.

On mature livestock, by industry numbers there are 700,000
mature cattle out there—cull cows, canner bulls and that type of
thing—that may be carrying BSE. We do not know. We do not think
they are, but there were still glitches after the 1997 feed ban. Those
cattle have to disappear. We have to rationalize that herd.
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Our herds have gone from an average of 13 million head up to 15
million now. There are going to be another 500,000 calves in the
next little while. They are coming out of a lot of those cull cows that
were carried over; they are going to drop a calf. That will compound
the problem, not help it. Those cattle have to be moved aside and
producers paid out for them to help give them a bit of cashflow so
they can keep their own industry robust, so they can keep the young
stock and get them fed. That is going to be a problem.

The CAIS program, the former minister's answer to everything,
the APF, is too little too late. It is a five year program and that is fine.
Let us get some long term results out there to farmers. The problem
with the CAIS program is that only one-third of the money that is
allocated goes to the farm gate. The other two-thirds goes into a wish
list of Liberaldom. The Liberals are talking about climate,
environment and food safety, and that is all worthwhile stuff,
maybe, but it should not come under and at the expense of the farm
gate. Without those guys producing the basic product we do not need
any of the other stuff. The government has even slipped the Internet
in there again. We are already there. We have already done that.

Let us get some real money into the CAIS program, money that
will backstop farmers. Let us start talking about rules and regulations
for CAIS that will be farmer friendly. Having to top up or put in a
cash reserve to qualify for government money is redundant. If I have
that kind of cash, I do not need the government and I do not want the
government in my face. We have to start looking at the rules and
regulations and make them farmer friendly. The bureaucrats under
the Liberal regime cannot seem to find that answer, that magic bullet.

We have to talk about interest free cash advances for the cow-calf
guys. They are into another cycle and are carrying over calves
because it did not pay to sell them. There is feed to buy and pasture
to line up. We have to backstop those folks. Interest free cash
advances are the way to go.

Of course, we have to show lending institutions that the
government is serious about agriculture. As they pull back, the
government is going to have to step in. We have to talk about loan
guarantees and covering off the interest. We have the vehicle in the
Farm Credit Corporation if we want to get loan guarantees out to the
backgrounders in the feedlots to keep the cycle vibrant and working.

That, in a nutshell, is our program. Those are the short term
solutions. In the mid term, we have to look at ramping up testing in
conjunction with our major importers. The customer is always right:
If they are demanding more testing then we had better be there with
them. We must also have some government direction on the
protocols on rendering and SRM handling, handling of the specific
risk materials that are part of this problem.

To that end, I would like to move an amendment. I move:
That the motion be amended by adding:
By implementing the Conservative Party of Canada's one billion dollar plan.

® (1225)

The Deputy Speaker: I will take the suggested amendment under
advisement and I will get back to the House.
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Mr. Scott Reid (Lanark—Carleton, CPC): Mr. Speaker, as you
know, I am a member of Parliament from the province of Ontario. I
want to address this debate and draw the attention of the House to
the fact that Ontario frequently gets missed in media discussions of
the situation in rural Canada and particularly the BSE crisis. This is
not simply a western Canadian problem. This is in fact a problem
that is nationwide. We have cattle production across the country
from coast to coast.

In particular, it is very much an Ontario problem. To make this
point, I just want to give a few statistics. I do not know if people are
aware that Ontario is the third largest beef producing province in the
country. Beef is very much a large proportion of agricultural
production in Ontario. Almost 40% of farms in Ontario are classified
as being at least partly dairy or beef farms and sometimes both.

In eastern Ontario, the part of the province that I come from, the
proportion would be closer to 50% of farms having either a beef or
dairy component. In my own constituency of Lanark—Carleton, that
proportion rises to over 60%. Over 60% of the farms in my
constituency in Lanark county and the rural west end of the city of
Ottawa have either a beef or a dairy component. That is true of the
surrounding counties as well. In Frontenac county or Leeds and
Grenville county, we see the same kind of pattern. And of course
farmers are being affected every bit as much on those Ontario beef
farms as they are on beef farms in the western part of the country.

What has happened with the BSE crisis is that it has been the
capstone or, alternatively, the straw that may break the camel's back,
on top of a whole series of other crises that are being imposed. They
are sometimes being imposed by the government itself and
sometimes by other circumstances upon our farmers and upon our
rural people. As a rural member of Parliament, I am excruciatingly,
painfully aware of this.

Let me give some examples of how the crisis is playing out in
rural Ontario and some of the factors in it. Right now, rural eastern
Ontario is being hit by the reclassification by the provincial Liberal
government of maple syrup producers as being industrial as opposed
to agricultural, on the theory that the processing of maple syrup on
site constitutes an industrial activity. If one were to try transporting
maple sap, which has such a small sugar content that it tastes like
water, one would realize the enormous impracticalities of trying to
ship it anywhere. Plus, it goes bad so it has to be boiled down on site.
There is no alternative.

Nevertheless, the provincial government decided that this
agricultural activity is in fact an industrial activity. The resultant
tax load increase can be as much as 15, 16 and, in one case I have
heard of, 18 times the initial tax load for maple syrup producers.

There is also the attack on small sawmill owners, who have been
producing perfectly safely in our rural areas for years and years. The
accusation has now been made that sawdust on their sites represents
an environmental hazard and a hazard to the water supply. I was in
Jonquiére in Quebec, in Chicoutimi, a couple of years ago, and I
went and stood on top of a heap of sawdust that is over 100 years
old. This stuff is so inert that it has been sitting there for 100 years.
There is actually a sign on it that says if people can figure out a way
of getting rid of this stuff for them, let them know. Now the Ontario

government has decided that this represents an environmental hazard
and a hazard to the water supply.

We have in Ontario the unreasonable requirements for nutrient
management that are being imposed upon livestock producers,
livestock producers who have been no threat to anybody for years
and have established practices that are completely safe. We know
this because of the fact that their neighbours are not and have not
been affected in any way by operations that have existed for, in some
cases, over a century. Now they are being told they must change their
nutrient management practices. For those who are urban people,
what we are talking about here is how they deal with manure.

® (1230)

I have one farmer, who has a cattle operation in my constituency
just outside of Pakenham. He told me that to comply with the
nutrient management regulations, he would have to spend a quarter
of a million dollars to install a giant concrete holding vat. That is a
quarter of a million dollars which he cannot get unless he sells part
of his herd, a herd which is greatly reduced in value at the sale barn,
meaning that he cannot put in the holding vat for his manure unless
he gets rid of the producers of manure, thereby eliminating any need
for the holding vat.

The provincial government could deal with this intelligently. It
could suspend these regulations, or get rid of them, until the end of
the BSE crisis, but it shows no inclination to do that. As we can
imagine, this alone will put some of our producers out of business.

When [ was at an agricultural society dinner in Lanark highlands,
someone from the provincial ministry of agriculture was explaining
how the Nutrient Management Act would work for livestock
producers. The first question he received from a local farmer was
“What do you want us to do once we get out of farming?”

We see that with the Species at Risk Act. This is a federal law that
affects rural areas. There is no compensation for the restrictions
placed on the use of property, which in some cases render the
property or parts of it useless. We were promised this by the
government, but it has not been delivered. That again is unnecessary.

Then of course we have the costs and other impositions imposed
by the firearms registry, which is now at $2 billion. Thank goodness
it is not farmers who have to carry the entire cost of that. Certainly,
when we see our taxes going toward that kind of boondoggle with no
practical impact whatsoever, with no lives saved or ever saved and,
notwithstanding the hon. member who spoke earlier, no stolen
weapons returned to their owners, there is a sense in rural Canada
that perhaps the government has some misplaced priorities.

What is the appropriate response to the BSE crisis? If we think
about it and if we take the cattle and the prions out of it and look at it
from a financial point of view, the real point of the BSE crisis is a
cash flow problem. Agriculture, by its nature, is an industry in which
producers are rich in assets, which potentially have a high value, and
foreign cash. By freezing their ability to take their product to the
market at a reasonable price, the problem of farmers being cash poor
has been exacerbated and has been made far worse than it has to be.
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The government's response ought to be to try to, first, ensure that
we can do what we can to raise the price of cattle wherever possible.
There are a variety of actions, which my hon. colleague has pointed
out in the new Conservative Party plan that would deal with this.
Second, we have to provide some form of compensation in the short
run to ensure that the cash flow crisis does not force many of our
producers out of business. That is significant.

Canadian cattle producers are not subsidized. They are indepen-
dent producers. They do not receive the kinds of subsidies we see
being applied to many agricultural sectors in the European Union
and in the United States. They function on their own and they stand
on their own two feet. However, for goodness sake, if we do not get
them through this crisis, many of them will be out of business and it
will not matter that they were able to make it on their own under
normal circumstances. This is not the thin edge of the wedge toward
some sort of widespread and ongoing subsidy program. This is
simply helping them get through the current crisis. The government
seems to have no interest in doing anything about it.

® (1235)

For almost a year we have seen endless and meaningless hand-
wringing from the other side of the House, with no attempt to do
anything, and there are so many things that could be done.

Local farmers in my constituency, in particular Pat O'Rourke who
came up the idea, and I helped them with this, started producing
bumper stickers and lawn signs to remind people to buy Canadian
beef. This was back at the beginning of the crisis when there were
many imports of beef from the United States. People did not know to
look to see if the product they were buying was Canadian. People
just assume that everything they buy in Canada must be Canadian
since we produce so much beef here at home. We have put up
thousands of these signs at this point and distributed thousands of
bumper stickers. That has had some impact on raising the awareness
of Canadians.

We now find Canadians are aware that they have to think about
looking for Canadian product. We now need to increase the
production and processing capacity. The Conservative Party plan
calls for this. We need to provide compensation.

I hope the members on the government side of the House are
listening and that they will take some of the actions that we have
proposed today.

The Deputy Speaker: Before I proceed to questions and
comments, the Chair has had the time to review the text of the
amendment provided and is satisfied that it is in order.
® (1240)

Mr. Howard Hilstrom (Selkirk—Interlake, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
that was a fine speech and it brings into play the situation we see in
eastern Ontario.

The federal government is responsible for trade issues. We have
heard different comments here to the effect that we should get tough
with the Americans.

I would like the member to comment on this. The position I see is
that Canada, this Liberal government, when it came to BSE in other
countries such as Denmark, where it had one case, banned all its beef
in essence forever. We banned beef from Brazil, even though it did
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not have an official case. We have never opened our border to
anybody for any meat.

When we had our first case, the United States initially banned our
beef. However, being the good neighbours and friends that they are,
they partially opened up the border so we could get some exports
moving. That has really saved the beef industry in Canada, the total
herd. We still want them to open the border fully.

Could the member comment about the importance of trade to us
and the importance of good relations with our neighbours, given the
fact they are our biggest customers?

Mr. Scott Reid: Mr. Speaker, Canadian farmers are not stupid.
Earlier on there were comments from the New Democrats, who of
course are opposed to free trade. They suggested that the appropriate
response was to start slamming shut the border to goodness knows
what, but certainly to American product.

I have a petition with several thousand signatures of people from
eastern Ontario. Some of them are farmers and some are not. It calls
upon Parliament, and I will read from the petition, “Your petitioners
request that Parliament instruct the Minister of International Trade to
renegotiate Canada's international trade treaties to ensure that
Canadian beef and other Canadian agricultural exports can never
again be excluded from foreign markets after their safety has been
demonstrated”.

That is the point. The problem we currently have with
international trade treaties is that they are designed in part to ensure
the rapid shutdown of borders, without countervailing sanctions,
when there is legitimate or the perception of a threat to health.
However, they do not call for the mandatory reopening of borders,
either piecemeal or all at once, when it is demonstrated that the risk
does not exist.

Our government has taken advantage of this in the past to hide its
own protectionist actions. Now we are reaping the whirlwind which
we have sowed. It is not just the Americans that are looking at us.
All our trade partners are. They see one rule that applies when it
comes to our exports and another rule that applies to our imports,
and they are not impressed. Not only do the Americans feel that way,
all our trade partners feel that way. We have to be a bit respectful of
our trade partners.

With regard to the United States, we cannot play hardball on this
kind of thing and think we will come out winning. Remember Pierre
Trudeau's famous observation that, “Being beside the Americans is
like sleeping beside an elephant”. We should not get in fist fight with
elephants. The reality is the United States is able to withstand trade
wars because it is a country which is not really dependent on
international trade, much more than any of its trade partners,
especially us. If we get into a fist fight with them, we will come out
the losers. This is not the way to help our farmers.

In the long term I would suggest the way to help our farmers is to
work as the petitioners suggest, by causing those treaties to be
changed. It will not solve this crisis this year or next year. It will
prevent this kind of crisis from occurring in the future, whether for
beef or any other sector of our agriculture.
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Mr. Murray Calder (Dufferin—Peel—Wellington—Grey,
Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I had a chance to talk to the farmers in my
riding over the last summer about the fact that there was a definite
lack of capacity of processing within the country. That is basically a
strategy which has developed over the last decade. If farmers in my
riding say anything contrary to a processing plant, and I think they
have really been bringing in huge profits in the situation as it exists,
when their cattle go into the ring, the buyer steps out for a coffee and
the price goes down.

Would the hon. member across the way have any ideas how we
could increase processing capacity within Canada and how we
would take a look at, for instance the Competition Bureau, the issue
of packers gouging farmers?

® (1245)

Mr. Scott Reid: Mr. Speaker, I do not know if I can give a
detailed policy response in 60 seconds.

First, I should mention the Conservative Party plan announced
today does call for $75 million of federal money to go toward
processing capacity, much of which has been shut down in the recent
past. Reopening it will not solve all problems, but it is a way of
assisting to some degree in dealing with the processing of specialty
products. It would relieve some of the pressure on Canadian
producers.

I am not an expert on this, but my impression is that the problem
does not lie with excess profits taking place at processing plants. The
reality is there are certain costs that have been imposed upon them
that did not exist previously. We should not forget this.

When a cow is slaughtered, less than 30% is consumed
domestically in Canada, which is the use of the middle meats of
the cow. Aspects of the cow that could have been ground up and
used before, and I am thinking of spinal tissue and the brain, must
now be destroyed and treated as hazardous waste. Other products
that would have been available for export can no longer be exported,
such as tongues, organ meats, the oxtails and so on.

Therefore, we are seeing a number of costs being imposed that did
not exist prior. I suggest that probably is an explanation in part as to
why we see the consumer prices not going down to reflect the
catastrophic drop in sale barn prices.

[Translation]

Hon. Serge Marcil (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of
the Environment, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to take part in
this debate on a topic that is highly important to our entire
agricultural industry, our farmers, cattle farmers, and, especially in
Quebec, all the dairy farmers who are suffering tremendous losses
with respect to cull.

First I would like to say that I am in daily contact with the farmers
in my region because our farmers are very worried about their future
if our American friends insist on keeping the border closed. The
Government of Canada has taken the bull by the horns, as we say,
and gone to great lengths to support cattle farmers and the dairy
farmers in Quebec who are having problems getting their cull
slaughtered.

The most recent statistics show that 2003 was catastrophic in
terms of farm income, especially in Quebec, but also across the
country. These statistics on the past year paint a very sad picture. The
net income for the entire industry is at an all time low. Not only is
this income extremely low, but it has fallen as low as negative
$13.4 million. New Brunswick, Ontario, Saskatchewan and Alberta
are the hardest hit provinces in terms of cattle farmers. Quebec is
also quite affected in terms of cattle farmers, but also with respect to
cull.

The worst thing is that most farmers had started out well in 2003,
in a generally stable financial situation with a reasonable amount of
debt. It was the combination of a number of factors that turned things
around the way they did. The sudden and unforeseen growth in our
dollar compared to the U.S. dollar is a major factor because it affects
not just one, but all sectors industry wide.

Another important element to mention is the great drought that has
struck the western provinces. It started in 2002, but continued last
year, especially in Saskatchewan. In addition to all that, there is the
painful problem of mad cow disease, that is, bovine spongiform
encephalopathy. That really was the final blow, even more so
because it is not limited to cattle, but is also found in cervids, for
which there is a growing demand.

I will not go on at length about the many investigations, inquiries
and research projects going on designed not to identify guilty parties,
but rather to find the origin of the disease and the means to wipe it
out. In fact, we must admit that, in our era of globalization and free-
trade agreements, as we open our borders to trade, we also open
them to everything that comes with it. Therefore, it is in our
collective interest that all of us, all the partners in free trade, unite
our efforts in this common cause, in order to maximize the safety of
our products.

For the time being, hard reality is setting in. The statistics show
this reality, but they do not show the painful consequences suffered
by farmers, their families and the rural communities whose economic
life is largely dependent on agricultural activity.

The situation is somewhat different in Quebec. A large part of its
production is in the dairy sector, where earnings increased by 11%
last year. In comparison with the western provinces, beef cattle
raising is less significant.

Moreover, producers in Quebec benefit from the provincial
agricultural income stabilization program, whose payments in-
creased by 79% last year. Overall, though, the situation is not
desperate, far from it, because very early on—based, of course, on
foreseeable elements—the government quickly became aware of the
situation and, with the cooperation of the provinces, increased the
number of assistance programs.

® (1250)

Additionally, the recovery program, specifically for the mad cow
crisis, added $520 million in direct assistance. This does not include
another $200 million under the cull cattle program. In total,
payments to producers under various federal programs increased
by 44% last year.
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If we add to this the various provincial measures, Canadian
producers will have received, overall, a record total of nearly
$5 billion in 2003.

That is not all. The famous reserve fund is about to mature. Since
producers have accumulated over $4 billion in the fund, they will
soon be able to access their money.

Furthermore, there are additional federal measures for 2003.
However, given that the payments will only be made this year, they
have not yet been included in the official figures. This is true, in
particular, for future payments under the new agricultural income
stabilization program.

This program ensures both income stabilization and protection in
the event of a disaster. Its specific purpose is to protect producers
against market fluctuations. We already anticipate that, starting this
year, producers will withdraw significant funds.

Unlike other sectors of the economy, the agricultural industry is
vulnerable in two ways. Indeed, in addition to having to face, like
other industries, increasingly stronger competition, it must also cope
with nature, over which we have little, if any control. This is why
agriculture needs particular attention, through sound, positive,
comprehensive and sustained initiatives.

This is what the Canadian government is doing in various ways,
but primarily through its numerous aid packages.

If we look at the situation—and I heard it today in the comments
made by parliamentarians in this House—one of the problems with
selling our beef products is that hardly any processing is done here,
including in Quebec.

For example, in the case of cull cows, there is only one
slaughterhouse in Quebec that manages to set its prices. These prices
are much lower than those that cull cow producers were getting in
the past. So, we have to find a solution to this situation.

While huge investments have been made, they remain insufficient
of course, because a government cannot provide 100% support to an
industry, particularly agriculture. Despite the huge investments made
to support our farmers, cattle ranchers, cull cow producers and dairy
producers, there is a critical issue on which we must continue to
work on a daily, weekly and monthly basis, namely the reopening of
the American border to our beef producers.

Considering that the United States is an important market for
Canada, as a major economic partner of ours—with almost 80% of
our exports going to the U.S. market—the American government
must absolutely reopen its border as quickly as possible, so that our
producers can have free access to this market.
® (1255)

[English]

Mrs. Carol Skelton (Saskatoon—Rosetown—Biggar, CPC):
Mr. Speaker, the member talked about Canadian producers getting
$5 billion. How much of that really went to the producers, and how
much money did the government spend on the administration of
programs?

I would like him to break down how much went directly to grain
farmers and grain farm programs, not including research or any of
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the other Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada programs. How much
of it went to grain farmers in Canada?

[Translation]

Hon. Serge Marcil: Mr. Speaker, 1 greatly appreciate the
Conservative member's question.

What must clearly be understood regarding agriculture is that,
when we talk about an investment of over $5 billion, that figure
includes all the investments made by the provincial and federal
governments through numerous programs.

Today, we are dealing with an issue that specifically affects our
cattle ranchers. When I said that the Canadian government is
investing in excess of $500 million, this is in addition to programs
already in place to help beef producers. Our government is also
spending over $200 million to help cull cow producers. So, we are
talking about a total amount of more than $700 million. This does
not include the contributions made by provincial governments.

In terms of the breakdown of all the investments made by
governments, | can say that, in the case of Quebec, a very large part
of the programs are under the responsibility of the Quebec
government and the agreements are signed with the Government
of Canada. Money is transferred through the farm credit corporation,
with which farmers can negotiate and so on.

If the hon. member wants more specifics, I will take note of her
question and I will get back to her later on, with a more detailed

reply.

Mr. Marcel Gagnon (Champlain, BQ): Mr. Speaker, I listened
to the hon. member opposite talking about amounts of $500 million
and $200 million. These figures sound impressive and give the
impression that the government is unbelievably generous. However,
what is needed for producers, who are not responsible for the losses
that they are incurring, to stay alive, to maintain their production and
to stop getting discouraged or even committing suicide, as some
have? How many hundreds of millions of dollars do these people
need? Has the government taken a close look at this?

The amounts that the hon. member mentioned may seem
impressive to a person who is not familiar with the situation.
However, they are measly in light of the existing needs.

Hon. Serge Marcil: Mr. Speaker, I would appreciate it if my
colleague from Champlain used the word minimal instead of measly,
because measly implies worthless, while minimal means not very
much. I am sure that is what he meant to say.

He is totally right, in the sense that government assistance will not
resolve the problem. If T look strictly at Quebec, it is currently
impossible for government assistance to resolve the cull problem. It
is only a small part of the solution. Mr. Speaker, this affects your
riding, which is just across from mine, on the other side of the river,
where you have dairy farmers.
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Two things could be done in the short term. First, for Canada, the
border could be opened to allow us to move our goods. That would
resolve the problem. Since we have no control over that, something
else could be done. For Quebec, and the dairy farmers in my region
in particular, the problem is that, even with government assistance,
the price at the meat packing plant is so low that the farmer cannot
survive financially. That is the problem in Quebec right now. The
price at the meat packing plants is almost half what it was before the
crisis.

Had the price remained the same, with the current government
assistance, our producers could have managed until the borders
reopened. That is the problem right now.

There is only one meat packing plant in Quebec, therefore it has a
monopoly. Investigations into the price of beef to the consumer have
revealed that our producers are receiving less than half of what they
used, while the price of beef at the grocery store, at Métro, Loblaws
or wherever, has not gone down. This is a major problem.

These are two of the factors. I know that, even in my region, in the
riding of Vaudreuil—Soulanges, they are trying to reopen a meat
plan, which had already been closed, in order to create some
competition. This is a major problem for our producers right now.

In terms of all the cattle producers, we could perhaps agree that
$520 million is not very much. It is true that farmers are not
responsible for this crisis. It is not their fault, but the Canadian
government is not to blame either. It is a problem in negotiating with
a major partner, a major market for our producers. What can we
expect when 80% of our export goes to the U.S.? That is where our
market is.

We are finding the same problem in market gardening. Les Jardins
de Napierville, one of the largest vegetable producers in Quebec, is
located in my riding. The problem is that, every time shipments cross
the border into the United States, they have a thousand and one
conditions imposed, and trucks full of perishables are kept in
storage.

One starts wondering what is happening. Of course, we must
lobby strongly with the United States; it is always up to us to
negotiate with the Americans.

We are in agreement on that. Mr. Speaker, you also represent a
very agricultural riding; farmers need our help. We have made an
enormous effort. I know that negotiations are underway about the
possibility of providing more money. Still, the solution is to open the
borders.

® (1300)
[English]

Mr. Howard Hilstrom (Selkirk—Interlake, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
the federal Liberal government is responsible for part of the problem
we have on this BSE issue because it agreed to the seven year ban

agreement that the international countries agreed to when a country
has a single case of BSE. We should have had more foresight on that.

My question is in regard to the cull cow program. Farmers have
received absolutely zero and we have to be careful when we are
talking about producers. We have feedlot people, packing people and
cow-calf people, the actual primary producers. The primary producer

or the cow-calf rancher or farmer has not received a penny. The
money that is talked about has not gone to those people and there are
tens of thousands of them. Could the member comment on that? [
guess there is money coming.

With respect to the cull cow program, bulls and animals under 30
months of age are left out of that program. I can go into technical
details in regard to those animals if anyone wishes, but it is a
problem when we are only being compensated for a portion of our
culls in our herds.

The other problem we have is that the government saw fit to treat
farmers differently. It said dairy farmers, and more power to them,
would be paid for 16% of their herds, whereas beef farmers would
only be paid for 8% of their herds. Why was the government so
unfair to the beef farmers?

® (1305)
[Translation]

Hon. Serge Marcil: Mr. Speaker, obviously, it depends on what
side of the House one is on. On this side, I can say that the
government has treated all agricultural producers fairly.

Every time a crisis or a major problem occurs, whether because of
a drought, a virus or floods, the government always intervenes to
support the victims.

In agriculture, the government has intervened by setting up pretty
substantial programs to help all beef and dairy producers with
respect to cull cows, a problem that is not unique to Quebec but
which also affects Ontario and western Canada to a large extent.

On the other side of the House, they are going to say that we never
do enough. Listen, that is your opinion. However, what the Liberal
Party of Canada is doing in the field of agriculture is far superior to
what you, the Conservatives, are proposing in your platform. You are
talking about providing $1 billion, while the Canadian government is
putting in five times that.

The Deputy Speaker: Before resuming debate, I would simply
like to remind the House that interventions are to be made through
the Speaker, and not directly from one member to another.

The hon. member for Saskatoon—Rosetown—DBiggar.
[English]

Mrs. Carol Skelton (Saskatoon—Rosetown—Biggar, CPC):
Mr. Speaker, I will be sharing my time with my hon. colleague from
Perth—Middlesex.

On a serious side, I would like to say a few words regarding the
former agriculture minister of Saskatchewan, the hon. Clay Serby. I
want to tell Clay and the people of Saskatchewan that our thoughts
and prayers are with him and his family as he goes through this
serious time in his life. We hope that he will soon be back and very
active as the agriculture minister in the Province of Saskatchewan.
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I have risen many times in the House to discuss agricultural issues.
Being from a farm and being a farm partner, it is very near and dear
to my heart. However, it is also the people of my province, and the
people right across Canada, in the agriculture industry, who have
been forgotten by the Liberal government.

In 1993 I remember the Liberals heckling the former government
at every turn with the same refrain. No matter what the government
of the day promised in its lead-up to the 1993 election, the Liberals
chanted, “You had nine years. You had nine years”.

I am starting to think that we should say the same chant over and
over as these Liberals make their election promises, especially for
agriculture. I would like to say, “You had 11 years. You had 11
years”.

Whenever I hear a promise on any issue from the government, I
ask myself this simple question, “If it has not done it after 11 years
with a huge majority government, why should anyone in the
agriculture industry believe that it will and can do it in the future?”
Quite simply, I do not believe a word these Liberals say these days.

I keep copies of letters in my desk that have had a profound effect
on me. In fact, those letters sent me to this place. Once in a while I
review them to see if we, in this House, have done anything to help
these Canadians. Unfortunately, when it comes to the letters
regarding agriculture, I do not see that the Liberal government has
done anything.

One letter was written to me by Donna in the lead-up to the last
election. She wrote:

It is disheartening to me, as one who loves the land and the way of a 'farmer's
life', to feel so discouraged. I have been the eternal optimist, the one with the positive
attitude and the persevering nature. But I don't think I can be that person anymore. I
weep to think of leaving here, leaving the home we've created for our children, the
yard we've cared for, the trees we've planted, the acres we've tilled, and the crops
we've harvested. What wonderful memories I have of our silly treks to the slough to
catch frogs and the wonderful skating and tobogganing sessions we've had at the
dug-out, the hikes through the pasture, and the wiener roasts in the back yard. We
love the little spot on earth where we live—now sad to realize that little spot can no
longer support us.

The government must realize that agriculture is more than just
numbers on a trade balance sheet. It is people.

Agriculture is a way of life, a tradition and a foundation for every
rural community right across Canada. When farms suffer, the entire
country suffers. When farms die, so does Canada.

What makes me and my communities angry is the waste of money
we see under this corrupt Liberal government. We know our tax
dollars can be better spent. We know they could go a long way to
supporting our farmers and rural communities during this time of
crisis. We see hundreds of millions of dollars wasted. Millions of
dollars are going to Liberals and their friends in the form of waste,
corruption, deceit and disregard.

Then I read that Jack Layton and the NDP want to jump into bed
with these corrupt Liberals. Jack Layton wants to fly his own flag of
convenience and form a minority government with the Liberals. I
cannot believe the NDP would try to sell that idea in my riding of
Saskatoon—Rosetown—Biggar. My constituents will not support
the idea of an NDP-Liberal government. They will not support the
waste and corruption.

Supply
®(1310)

The Conservative Party of Canada stands alone in the House of
Commons in calling for real reform to our nation's agricultural
policies. We stand alone in demanding that farm families come
before Liberal donors. We stand alone in defending the responsible
spending of our tax dollars. We stand with our farm families.

In another constituent letter from Joan, she wrote:

It isn't just the farm crisis that is getting us down...It isn't only the farm crisis that
hurts. It hurts to hear over and over again the same old lies being told. Figures
manipulated to confuse and deceive...It's the total destruction of rural areas.

That letter was written five years ago. What has changed? These
corrupt Liberals have had 11 years.

The Prime Minister has made a lot of promises and has already
broken most of them. Paul Martin said last May 9 in a press release
and I quote:

We need to show real support and real respect for our farmers and their families,

to show our appreciation for the burden they carry in contributing to Canada's growth
and wealth.

A new policy framework is certainly required to help transform Canada's rural
economy into a more durable, less vulnerable and more prosperous foundation.

The Deputy Speaker: I think the member has probably already
sensed what I am going to say. Without any further comment, I will
give her an opportunity to make that adjustment.

Mrs. Carol Skelton: Mr. Speaker, down on the farm we have
spreaders for that kind of sincerity.

The record of the Prime Minister speaks volumes about what he
and his corrupt Liberals really think. The Prime Minister
dramatically cut federal government agriculture programs. Rather
than supporting farmers, as promised in the 1993 red book, the
Liberals have ignored the needs of farmers and imposed additional—

Hon. Joe Jordan: Mr. Speaker, I rise on a point of order. I am
reluctant to interject during my colleague's speech. I am not taking
exception to the sentiment and the passion she feels for the topic.

However, I am concerned that by referencing text from letters sent
to her she is using language and terms that are not parliamentary. I
would ask the Chair's guidance in terms of whether or not she is still
bound by the rules of the House in terms of what excerpts she can
read from those particular pieces of correspondence.

®(1315)

The Deputy Speaker: The general policy is that whenever a
member is referencing or reading from either a newspaper article or a
letter,—and we have to keep this in mind—that in the House we
cannot do indirectly what we might not be able to do directly. That is
why I rose a few moments ago in terms of a member's name being
used.

I understood that it was an omission. Certainly, we have to
recognize one another either by the name of the riding or by the
portfolio that anyone might carry.

In terms of a word, a text, or an expression being unparliamentary,
there is no greater liberty in doing things indirectly than there would
be doing directly.
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The Chair will continue to be attentive; however, I must confess
that in the past few weeks there has been a great latitude. I hope
members on both sides of the House will understand and remain
judicious when they do have the floor.

Mrs. Carol Skelton: Mr. Speaker, the Prime Minister even voted
against Canadian farmers in the House of Commons. The Prime
Minister and his Liberals voted against providing an additional $400
million in emergency assistance for Canadian farm families. The
Prime Minister has worked against farm families for 11 years.

Another constituent, Monica, wrote a long, three page letter to me
about the grim situation on her farm. In her letter, she raised an issue
that has become one of the greatest concerns for me too. It is the cost
of administration. She wrote:

I realize that urban people don't think things are that tough, and in a way, I can't
blame them. I put a lot of the blame on the media. They hear on the news that the
farmers are getting more money all the time, but they don't realize that administrative
costs for these programs eat away a good chunk of these funds. I know. I used to
work for them.

This letter is five years old. What has changed? The government
has already had 11 years.

We need a change. The Conservative Party introduced its program
this morning. It shows Canadians that we do have a plan.

Hon. Wayne Easter (Malpeque, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I am
interested in the member's closing remarks and I reject a lot of her
allegations.

The government has been there for Canadian farmers in their time
of need. We know that the industry is going through a difficult time
now with BSE, potatoes and hogs.

However, there is the agricultural policy framework. Yes, more
needs to be done and the Minister of Agriculture and Agri-Food is
doing that. However, she said that the Conservative Party has a plan.

This morning I had the opportunity to meet with some of the
supply management groups. The supply management industry is
quite healthy. Part of the plan the member is talking about—and I
will quote it from the Conservative Party website—suggests that the
Conservative Party will shut down supply management. It states:

A Conservative government will ensure that any agreement which impacts supply
management gives our producers guaranteed access to foreign markets, and that there
will be a significant transition period in any move towards a market-driven
environment.

Is the member and her party really willing to shut down the supply
management industry and go to the open market in those industries?
The supply management industries are the industries that are healthy.
We should be promoting more of them, and that party wants to shut
them down. That is what is hidden behind that party. We do not need
that kind of policy.

Mrs. Carol Skelton: Mr. Speaker, it is interesting to listen to the
hon. member over there. He has used that whole approach during his
whole period in Parliament. It is fearmongering a sector of our
agricultural industry. We are not intending to shut down supply
managed groups of any kind. The hon. member should be above
that.

®(1320)

Hon. Lorne Nystrom (Regina—Qu'Appelle, NDP): Mr. Speak-
er, I want to ask the hon. member of the regressive Conservative
Party a question regarding the Canadian Wheat Board?

She is from Saskatchewan. She knows how popular the board is in
Saskatchewan, how it is supported by the overwhelming majority of
producers, and how the NDP and CCF have long supported the
Canadian Wheat Board. She knows all of that from her background.

I have been reading with dismay recently about a number of
comments from members of the Alliance Party, now the Con-
servative Party, that used to be the Reform Party, that in
Saskatchewan is called the Saskatchewan Party, that used to be
called the Mulroney Conservative Party. I know that is kind of
confusing.

Where does she stand on the Canadian Wheat Board? A lot of
members of that party have been saying that they would like to get
rid of the Wheat Board or that they would want dual marketing. Dual
marketing is another code for getting rid of the Wheat Board,
because it undermines the Wheat Board. Farmers want to know,
where does this party of Brian Mulroney, Mike Harris and Grant
Devine, stand on the Canadian Wheat Board?

Mrs. Carol Skelton: Mr. Speaker, I find it interesting when the
hon. member gets up and quotes all the parties that we supposedly
are, but he is the first one who always talks about the CCF.

As a former Wheat Board permit book holder, I can stand here and
say that I used the Wheat Board. I also delivered grain to the free
market. [ used both. In order to survive, farmers today must use it. I
do not think he should be questioning a former Wheat Board permit
book holder about that.

Mr. Howard Hilstrom (Selkirk—Interlake, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
regarding the supply management issue, from 1993 through to 1995
the Liberal government sold out article 11 at the World Trade
Organization talks. It now requires that the very three pillars that
support supply management must be negotiated and the tariff
protection that was there before it signed the agreement must be
reduced in this current round of trade talks.

Who sold out supply management? The former solicitor general
from Prince Edward Island sold out supply management.

Mrs. Carol Skelton: Mr. Speaker, agriculture is my passion. It
greatly disturbs me to hear comments from members, like the one
who questioned me, who have never been involved in the agriculture
industry.

If they do not live the life that we are living on the farm right now,
they do not fully understand the despair that is happening in rural
communities.

Mr. Gary Schellenberger (Perth—Middlesex, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, 1 would like to thank my colleague from Saskatoon—
Rosetown—Biggar for allowing me to share my comments today.

I rise to add to the debate concerning the supply day motion put
forth by the Conservative Party of Canada. The motion reads:



February 26, 2004

COMMONS DEBATES

1103

That the government reallocate its resources from wasteful and unnecessary
programs such as the sponsorship program, or badly managed programs such as the
gun registry, to address the agricultural crisis at the farm gate across Canada.

Farmers in my riding of Perth—Middlesex are seriously
concerned about their future. Farming is a billion dollar industry
in my riding and it is a huge issue for us.

I have met with many commodity groups from my riding and I
have listened to their concerns. They are worried about their future
and whether the federal government cares about them. Based on the
actions of the government, I cannot say I blame them.

The beef industry is suffering because of BSE. Too often we fail to
consider that it is not just the beef industry that has been impacted by
the crisis, but agriculture and the agri-food industry have been
impacted as well.

I have met with representatives of the Perth County Federation of
Agriculture to listen to their concerns. It has been a tough time for
our farmers. I must let the House know that supply management was
a big part of that. When I was at the WTO talks, we were strong on
supply management. It is not something that this side of the House
would get rid of.

One issue that has not received much attention from the current
government is the state of rural Canada, specifically, its economy,
infrastructure, and agriculture. The recent throne speech had very
little about rural Canada. It further illustrated the low priority the
Liberal government has for rural Canada.

Rural communities are concerned about their long-term survival.
Rural residents prefer rural living but are concerned about their jobs
and the lack of job prospects. Most youth growing up in rural
Canada have no choice but to find work in urban centres.

The new Conservative Party, its caucus, and its candidates, know
the importance of rural Canada. We have an action plan that will
revitalize our rural communities. The current government has no
plan.

Where is the plan to keep our rural communities competitive?
Many manufacturing jobs, particularly those in the auto sector of
southwestern Ontario, have been lost because of the high Canadian
dollar and declining auto sales. The government has done nothing.
There was nothing in the throne speech about that important sector
of our economy and little on rural development.

The BSE issue has devastated the beef industry and has indirectly
impacted our agri-food industries like trucking, seed companies,
dead stock removal, farm implement dealers, and replacement
heifers to name just a few. Thousands of Canadians work in these
businesses and are being laid off because of the downturn. Still the
government has taken no notice.

There is a crisis in rural infrastructure. This encompasses several
areas, including health care, municipalities, water, sewage, bridges,
housing, transit, schools, and rail transportation. Cuts in transfer
payments over the years are starting to show. The provinces and rural
communities do not have the financial stability to pick up the slack.

Farming and agriculture, in general, have not received the kind of
respect and fair treatment that they deserve from the federal
government. CAIS is not the answer according to many in the farm
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community. Many farmers in my riding do not have the money to get
into the CAIS program.

Our rural communities suffer when our farmers and their agri-food
industries are suffering. The fact that farming received two sentences
in the throne speech speaks volumes about the government's
priorities. The future of rural Canada depends on a vibrant rural
economy, solid infrastructure, and a healthy agricultural sector.

® (1325)

I will refer to an e-mail that I got on Thursday, February 5 about
an article entitled “Cattle producers hail mad cow report”. From
Regina, it stated:

An international panel of experts reviewing the American discovery of mad cow
disease said the U.S. should show leadership by stopping “irrational trade barriers,” a
comment welcomed by Canadian cattle producers anxious for trade to resume.

The report, authored by five scientists...says the mad cow case found December
23 in Washington State can't be dismissed as an imported case.

Wildeman said the panel's findings further Canada's position that if a country has
adopted adequate disease prevention standards, trade can resume.

“Those people that are prepared for political reasons to stand up and say we
shouldn't reopen the border put their credibility at risk...Who do they point to for
evidence that trade shouldn't be normalized...[again].

“Therefore the subcommittee recommends that the U.S...encourage the
discontinuation of irrational trade barriers when countries identify their first case
of BSE.”

The report also recommended the U.S. increase BSE testing, but dismissed the
notion that all cattle slaughtered for human consumption should be tested.

Here is something I have been thinking about. I have had various
comments from some of my producers and some of the people
around this. Part of this might be figured out through the reopening
of the mothballed MGI plant in Kitchener, Ontario. I very much
hand it to the Gencor people for taking over the plant and working
toward rectifying some of the problems with the cull cow market.
They intend to open in early April, I think, probably killing 200 to
300 cull cows per week with a total of 1,500 as time goes on.
Unbeknownst to me, a lot of the cattle we do export from the country
are brought back in as processed meat. We do not have the capacity
to process it, so we feel there could be a market there.

One thing has crossed my mind as we keep hearing that the money
the government puts out to help agriculture in difficult times does
not get to the farm gate. I have to say that when the new Minister of
Agriculture took his little junket to Japan to tell the Japanese that our
science was safe and that our beef was safe, I think the Japanese said
that they test all their cattle. By the time the minister had left and had
said our science was good, the Japanese said they test all their cattle.
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I feel that what we should do in that particular case, if we do want
to get into that market, is test all our cattle that are for export. We
should put some finances toward a good testing regime. We do not
have to test our domestic market; Canadians have said that. They
have increased the amount of their consumption. They know our
product is safe. But if we are in a market, bidding for a contract, then
we have to comply with the rules of contract.

There is one other thing that is an environmental issue in regard to
the fisheries and oceans department. We have a tremendous problem
in our area—and I think in the farming community—with fencing of
water courses in flood plains. Some of these people have had cattle
grazing on flood plains for years. Right now they are being
threatened by the environment ministry and by the fisheries and
oceans department. They are being told they have to shut down or
fence. We cannot fence. It does not make sense. If we till it, we will
cause more pollution.

These are some of the various things that the farm community is
getting beat on very heavily.

® (1330)

Mr. Howard Hilstrom (Selkirk—Interlake, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
those were good comments. The federal government has moved
things along on the BSE issue in regard to regulations and working
toward getting the borders open, but I know that at this point in the
debate I should say that a major part of the credit for the
advancement we have made should go to Neil Jahnke, president of
the Canadian Cattlemen's Association, his wife Marilyn Jahnke, the
president of the Saskatchewan Stock Growers, and Betty Green,
president of the Manitoba Cattle Producers Association, who have
been so instrumental in helping to guide the government and tell it
what it needs to do in order to get this issue resolved. I would ask the
member to reference his cattle representative if possible.

Does the member believe that it is fair on the part of the
government to have given some farmers a much higher percentage
cull rate of 16% for their herds but other farmers only 8%? Should it
not have been 10% across the board so that all farmers would be
treated equally and fairly?

Mr. Gary Schellenberger: Mr. Speaker, I think that fairness is an
attribute and is something that everyone should look at. I have
looked at so many things that have come down from the government,
like the VIP, the veterans independence program, for veterans'
widows. A date was set. I think it was May 20. If a widow's husband
passed away on one particular day, she would not get the VIP, but if
she was lucky enough that her husband passed away on the day after,
she would get this VIP for the rest of the time. I would have given it
at that particular time to all veterans' widows, maybe cutting it in
half.

As for the member's suggestion of 10% for everyone, yes, in all
fairness, a cull cow is a cull cow whether it is a beef cow or whether
it is a dairy cow. The member is right on. That is fair.

®(1335)

Hon. Wayne Easter (Malpeque, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, it is just
another member of the new Conservative Party over there, and [ am
just wondering if he too supports the new Conservative Party, the old
Alliance, just a regurgitated old Reform Party, which always has
spoken out against supply management.

An hon. member: But not old Liberals.

Hon. Wayne Easter: The Liberals are never old. They are always
renewing themselves. We have a new leader. We have a new agenda.
We had a tremendous throne speech and the member opposite knows
it.

For the member opposite who just spoke, I am wondering what his
position is on supply management. I just want to quote what the
website for the Conservative Party is saying. It really means doing
away with supply management, the policy implemented by the
former Liberal government that has really brought a lot of economic
health to a lot of the supply management industries: chicken, dairy,
and eggs. The Conservative policy says:

A Conservative government will ensure that any agreement which impacts supply
management gives our producers guaranteed access to foreign markets and that there
will be a—

And here is the important part:

—significant transition period in any move towards a market-driven environment.

Really? When we read through that, we see that what they really
mean is that they will do away with supply management and they
know they are going to have to provide compensation in some way.
Does the hon. member really agree with that kind of policy?

Mr. Gary Schellenberger: Mr. Speaker, I will reply to that. Of all
of the parties that the member calls the new Conservative Party over
here, I never heard him say Progressive Conservative Party. Is that
not funny? I happen to know a little about that.

I do know that when I was in Cancun I supported and we do
support supply management. Maybe we could get a few of the
transcripts from that particular time. The member can read into it
what he wants. We are supply management people.

Hon. Lorne Nystrom (Regina—Qu'Appelle, NDP): Mr. Speak-
er, | want to ask the former member of the Progressive Conservative
Party about this. Now that the members have dropped the word
progressive, I guess that means it is the regressive conservative party.
It used to be Alliance of course, and Reform, and Saskatchewan's
Saskatchewan Party, and maybe it will be cold porridge next, I am
not sure.

I have here from the Conservative Party of Canada website a
statement on the Canadian Wheat Board. Does the member agree
with his former Reform and Alliance colleagues when they say, “The
simple process of eliminating the monopoly powers of the Canadian
Wheat Board will relieve most of the trade tensions in this area”?

As he knows, if we do that, we will get rid of single desk
marketing and single desk marketing is the basic principle of the
Canadian Wheat Board. Does the member agree with this new policy
that is dominated by the former Reform and Alliance members since
he was a Progressive Conservative, or is he now one of those
regressive conservatives?

Mr. Gary Schellenberger: I am a very proud member of the new
Conservative Party of Canada. I feel that the Wheat Board is a very
important part of our trade agreements, but I also feel that it should
be the choice of the farmer if he wants to deal through the board.
That is where I stand.
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Mr. Murray Calder (Dufferin—Peel—Wellington—Grey,
Lib.): Mr. Speaker, it gives me great pleasure to use this opportunity
afforded by this occasion to let farmers and their families know that
the government and indeed all Canadians share their distress when
trying times hit. More than this, I think I can speak for every
Canadian when I say how much we admire and respect those who, in
the face of unpredictable disasters, which could be anything from
drought, flood, BSE, any number of calamities, continue to make the
Canadian agriculture industry the best in the world.

However, as much as our sympathy and admiration might be
appreciated, they are not enough when it comes to securing the
future of Canadian farmers. In the face of serious challenges to the
viability of farm operations, it is incumbent upon the government to
offer support that will keep our farms vital and productive.

We know from the recently published 2003 Farm Income
Forecast that, while not all farmers came out of 2003 with empty
pockets, the story for many was not a happy one. Caught in the
pincer of low sales and prices for cattle as a result of the BSE
situation, a Canadian dollar that appreciated against the U.S. dollar
and an ongoing drought in areas of the west, some farm operations
saw their incomes squeezed painfully hard.

Not one of us can prevent acts of God or control the decisions of
another country. What we can do, however, is manage the risks that
are endemic to farming, risks like BSE or drought.

That is one of the key aspects of the new agricultural policy. With
business risk management tools in place, farmers will have a buffer
against the bad times that nature cannot help putting us through now
and then. Instead of reacting to bad times, we are preparing for bad
times.

The new Canadian agricultural income stabilization program, or
CAISP, is specifically targeted to help farm income against small or
large declines. This new program, developed with input from the
industry, is a shift away from the ad hoc payments, which used to be
the typical response when disaster hit, toward full time overall
protection that is here before it is needed. CAISP is here in 2004 for
producers.

Production insurance will replace crop insurance to allow for the
inclusion of other commodities that were not covered under crop
insurance, and there are other improvements that make this program
more user friendly than its predecessor: average production periods
are longer, payments are faster and it complements the CAIS
program.

However we did not leave producers in the lurch by waiting until
these programs kicked in. Program payments in 2003 were close to
$5 billion. That clearly demonstrates that the government was there
to help reduce the impact of the past unfortunate year.

In addition to income support payments, last year we saw the
government announce special funding specifically targeted to the
BSE crisis; the BSE recovery program and the cull animal program,
for example.

The record is very clear on all the ways that the government has
financially supported the agricultural industry, nor is this support
given begrudgingly. In fact, one might even say that it is self-serving.

Supply

Canada's agricultural and agrifood industry accounts for more than
8% of Canada's GDP and Canada's GDP is over $1 trillion a year.

Keeping that number high means keeping our agricultural industry
producing. I can assure everyone in the House that is the goal of the
government. That is why we have the agricultural policy framework.
That is why we back supply management. That is why we have
financial farm programs. That is why we are working strenuously to
convince our trading partners to open their borders to Canadian
cattle and beef. That is why my colleague, the Minister of
Agriculture and Agri-Food, is making every effort to listen to
Canadian farmers.

® (1340)

Canadians have every right to be proud of the agricultural industry
in this country. It is recognized worldwide for the safety and the
quality of the food it produces. It is at the forefront of innovative
production practices and products and makes sure that the
environment gets mixed into the production equation.

We have a good thing going for us with our agriculture industry
and we are going to keep it that way. There are bad times now and
then, and that goes with the territory, but the industry and the
governments working together can beat the bad times every time.
The federal government, the provincial and territorial governments,
and the industry are in the process of realizing the vision embodied
in the agricultural policy framework.

Across the country, programs are unfolding to keep the industry
moving on a course headed for prosperity: programs to enhance food
safety and quality; programs to help science and innovation move
agriculture forward; programs to protect the environment; programs
to help farmers and their families deal with social and financial
pressures; and programs to take up the financial slack when
necessary. These programs will also be subject to an annual review
to make sure they continue to respond to the needs of the industry.

At the same time, knowing that the success of our industry relies
in part on exports, we are pushing hard in the international arena, at
the WTO, to secure a level playing field for our farmers so that they
can compete on a fair basis in the global market.

The government is doing all the right things to keep Canadian
agriculture on track. We are proud to work with our farmers, to make
sure they are ready to face a new day with confidence in themselves
and in the system that they have helped create.
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Mr. Howard Hilstrom (Selkirk—Interlake, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
I have a couple of questions for the member for Dufferin—Peel—
Wellington—Grey. Why did his government in 1995 negotiate and
sign the agreement that has put supply management on the current
round of negotiating table for trade talks in regard to agriculture,
wherein the market access to Canada will have to increase and our
tariffs will have to come down? Why did he and his government
negotiate and sign that in 1995?

Mr. Murray Calder: First, Mr. Speaker, I hope the hon. member
across the way gets his dates straight. It was January 1, 1994 when
the WTO agreement was signed. Article XI, section (b) was the one
that was in question. At that time 117 nations were part of the WTO
and 116 were not backing supply management and article XI.

It was his former government, the Conservative government, that
was leading us to brinkmanship. It was our government in 1993 that
renegotiated TRQs that in fact protected supply management.

Hon. Wayne Easter (Malpeque, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I thank the
member for Dufferin—Peel—Wellington—Grey for putting some
facts on the table instead of the kind of rhetoric that we are hearing
from the other side.

I know the member was a member of the task force on the future
of farming and I know he did good work on that committee. Could
he outline for the House the kind of balanced approach that the
government took at the time and the kind of response to that report
that the Prime Minister had set up, the kind of response to put
income into the farmers' pockets? If he could relate that to the House
maybe the members in the Conservative Party would understand
some of the facts.

Mr. Murray Calder: Mr. Speaker, the hon. member for
Malpeque was also a member of the agricultural policy task force
that the Prime Minister put forward at the urging of rural caucus, of
which I was the chair at that time.

What we heard from farmers when we went across Canada was
that they wanted policy and programs in place that they could rely on
and take to the bank. That is crucial, to take to the bank. We in turn
went back and dealt with the agriculture minister of the day and also
with the agriculture minister that we have right now, who also was
the chair of that task force.

I believe, through the agriculture policy framework, the CAIS
program and the new crop insurance program that we have in place
right now, these are not ad hoc programs. These programs are
specifically designed to help keep farmers on the farm and can be
reviewed and updated if the situation changes and it warrants a
change in those policies.
® (1350)

Mr. Gerry Ritz (Battlefords—Lloydminster, CPC): Mr. Speak-
er, of course the task force those members are talking about was a
Liberal Party task force. As its fortunes in rural Canada dived down,
it decided to go out and do some damage control by consulting with
some farm groups.

I would like the member to explain to us why, of all the farm
groups and provincial governments that his party spoke to, not one
supported the APF magic bullet that the minister and his government

came up with? Not one supported the CAIS program and the
business risk side of that.

If those members actually did their job as a task force and came up
with that misdirected malpractice suit in waiting, how can the
member stand in his place today and say they actually heard what
producers were saying? When pen met paper, not one producer
group and not one province supported that initiative. How can he
stand there and defend that?

Mr. Murray Calder: Mr. Speaker, let me see, the APF provincial
endorsements. Clay Serby in Saskatchewan, “Saskatchewan is
signing the APF because we were able to achieve a number of
significant improvements over the previous safety net agreement”.

Steve Peters, Ontario minister of agriculture, “I am confident that
this agreement will provide farmers with the resources necessary to
build a stronger, more competitive agri-food industry”.

Ken MacAdam in P.E.I., “This agreement will help support the
strategic directions that we have established for the agriculture and
agri-food industry in Prince Edward Island”.

Quebec is signing the implementation agreement today because it
is convinced it will receive its fair share of federal funding and this
agreement will benefit its producers.

Rosann Wowchuck in Manitoba said “I am pleased to be here to
ensure the continuation of the income stabilization program in
partnership with the federal government”.

The minister in Nova Scotia says “The agriculture industry
constantly faces a number of challenges”.

British Columbia, “Farming is integral to B.C. heartlands
economy strategy”’.

Shall I keep going, Mr. Speaker? I think the hon. member is out to
lunch.

Mrs. Carol Skelton (Saskatoon—Rosetown—Biggar, CPC):
Mr. Speaker, I would like to say to the member opposite, after
reading off all those provinces and stuff, that there is a sector of our
industry that has been suffering for over five years and it has been
neglected by the government. That is the cervid industry in this
country. The government keeps saying that it will look at the BSE
issue and it will go for the science base. The cervid industry has the
science base but the government has not opened the borders to other
countries for that industry.

If the government's agricultural policy is so good, could the hon.
member tell us why it has not worked with the cervid industry?

Mr. Murray Calder: Mr. Speaker, the agriculture policy
framework that we have is not ad hoc. It will pass the test of time
and, as I said, it can be reviewed.

We will deal with the cervid industry. We can probably
incorporate it into the agricultural policy framework, because I said
it would be reviewed and be expanded.
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Mr. Howard Hilstrom: Mr. Speaker, I recall that when those
provinces signed on they were told quite clearly by the former
agriculture minister that if they did not sign on they would not get
any support money for the BSE issue. Farmers were so hurt that the
provinces said they had to take what little miserly bit they could get
from the federal government.

The member talks about the CAIS program and how happy he is
that it has been set up and says that we can it take to the bank. I took
mine to the bank the other day, because when we have a $100,000
reference margin, we have to go to the bank and borrow $24,000 so
we can make our farmer's deposit in order to qualify for the program.
The federal government does not deposit any money into any bank
accounts. Why is the government being so hard on the farmer that
the farmer has to put his money up front instead of just having a
letter of credit from the bank stating that if he makes a claim on the
program, the farmer's portion will be there?

® (1355)

Mr. Murray Calder: Mr. Speaker, on the hon. member's first
statement about us forcing the provinces into this, I do not really buy
that for a minute. I hope the hon. member is not telling me to send
money where I have no assurance as to how it will be spent. On this
side of the house, we take very seriously how money is being spent.

On the second part of the hon. member's question, we will respond
to all instances within agriculture. He talked about the CAIS
program. He better go back and talk with his accountant more. For
instance, we said that a young farmer might have a hard time coming
up with the $24,000, so it was put into three payments. We even said
that if the young farmer could come up with the first payment of the
three over three years, then he would have 100% coverage on this.

I am sorry, but the hon. member better go back and talk to his
accountant.

Mrs. Carol Skelton: Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask the hon.
member if he can tell all the farmers in western Canada, who have
had negative margins for the last three years, what and how effective
this new program will be for those young producers who have had
that situation.

Mr. Murray Calder: Mr. Speaker, that is one reason we went to
the Olympic average, so it could be taken over five years because we
heard the same thing the task force heard. If farmers made nothing
for the last three years, how would they come up with what their
income should be? Therefore, we took it to the Olympic average
over five years.

STATEMENTS BY MEMBERS
[English]

HEALTH CARE

Hon. Gurbax Malhi (Bramalea—Gore—Malton—Springdale,
Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I would like to bring attention to the important
issue of lineups and waiting times being experienced by Canadians
seeking health care treatment.

S. 0. 31

Since its inception by the late Tommy Douglas, time and time
again Canadians voice the fact that universal and efficient health care
is a cornerstone to Canadian society.

The Liberal government, under the present Prime Minister,
remains soundly committed to the five principles of the Canadian
Health Act: public administration, comprehensiveness, universality,
portability and accessibility.

Within this commitment, there is the need for cooperation between
various levels of government and the need for key investments are
required to help reduce waiting times, by directing investment into
developing ways for faster diagnosis, and the provision of more
doctors and nurses.

I would like to congratulate the Prime Minister on his efforts, as it
has been determined that the federal government will now be able to
provide—

The Deputy Speaker: The hon. member for Prince Albert.

* % %

MEMBER FOR LASALLE—EMARD

Mr. Brian Fitzpatrick (Prince Albert, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the
Prime Minister has a serious case of amnesia. He does everything to
escape his past and the Liberal culture of corruption.

He says that he is innocent. He says that as finance minister, he
was out of the government's loop and he did not know. He blames
public servants for the problem. He says that it is not his problem,
that it is his predecessor's problem and his gang of Liberals.

The Prime Minister's own actions set the tone for the culture of
corruption. In respect to his business interests, there never was a
blind trust. The Prime Minister was in a conflict of interest, and a
very strong case can be made that he used this conflict of interest to
benefit his own business interest.

No, the Prime Minister cannot escape his past. He is very much a
part of this corrupt and incompetent Liberal government.

%* % %
® (1400)

FACES OF CANADA FESTIVAL

Hon. Shawn Murphy (Hillsborough, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,
beginning today in Charlottetown, the Confederation Centre of the
Arts, in partnership with the Government of Canada and Tourism
Prince Edward Island, will host the second annual Faces of Canada
Festival.

This event features four days of music, dance and storytelling,
artwork, costumes and culinary delights.

Again this year, the festival offers a wide range of activities and
events, including a multicultural brunch, an international tea house
and live concerts featuring local, national and international
performers.

The festival's first event, a citizenship ceremony, is taking place as
we speak.
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The Faces of Canada Festival and events like it across the country
strengthen the bonds between Canadians and provides an opportu-
nity for us to experience and appreciate first-hand the multicultural
nature of Canadian society.

1 hope members will join me in wishing the Faces of Canada
Festival a very successful weekend.

* % %

[Translation]

FORUM FOR YOUNG CANADIANS

Mr. Marcel Proulx (Hull—Aylmer, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the
Forum for Young Canadians, a non-political organization that
teaches young Canadians 