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Dear Constituent,

The Liberal government’s agricultural producer assistance programs
continue to fail farmers in Saskatchewan and across the country. The
government has refused to make the kind of reforms urged by the
Conservatives to make the programs more accessible and useful for
farmers, especially 1n the face of the added hardships of the BSE crisis.

Most recently, the Conservative Party devoted their supply day debate,
by which it controls the subject of debate for the day in the House of
Commons, to challenging the government yet again to make the
reforms farmers have been demanding, particularly to the CAIS
(Canadian Agricultural Income Stabilization) program.

We particularly targeted the CAIS deposit requirement. Farmers con-
tacting my MP office have condemned the CAIS deposit requirement.
It's a policy that unfairly hurts farmers. We have to find a longer term
solution. Members of our caucus have for some time been putting their
minds to developing alternatives to this CAIS approach. What we pro-
pose is that a Conservative government would implement a whole farm
production insurance program based on a 10 year average of value and
production costs for a commodity. The program would be funded on a
tripartite basis, one-third by the federal government, one-third by
provincial governments and one-third by producers, and that a second
level of support would exist, but would only be required 1n extraordi-
nary circumstances such as BSE when normal markets and market
access collapse. Our plan would include a bankable business risk pro-
gram directed at primary producers and funded principally by the fed-
eral government. Unlike CAIS, this second level of support would not
require producer cash on deposit.

Despite opposition from Agriculture Minister Andy Mitchell, and the
Liberal government, the motion passed (158 to 114) with the unani-
mous support of the Conservatives, the Bloc and the NDP. The motion
specifically called on “the government to immediately drop the CAIS
deposit requirement and honour the commitments it has already made
to Canadian producers.”

This controversy 1s not going away until the Liberals do the right thing.

WHERE

DO YOU DRAW THE LINE?

The Conservative Party of Canada position on marriage

The same-sex marriage 1ssue 1S
contentious. There 1s no doubt
of that. Throughout the long
debate on this issue, the
Conservative Party has always
been clear.

We believe this 1s a matter that
must be decided by elected
MPs who represent you, the
constituents. We respect the
supremacy of Parliament.

On the other hand, Paul Martin
and the Liberals do not respect
Parliament or the will of the
electorate. The same-sex
marriage reference was sent to
the Supreme Court simply so
the Liberals wouldn’t have to
face this 1ssue during the 2004
election.

That’s no way to lead a
democracy.
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For their part, the Supreme
Court has refused to rule on
whether the traditional
definition of marriage violates
the Charter of Rights and
Freedoms. What this means i1s
the court has sent the 1ssue
back to Parliament for the final
say.

This 1s a clear victory for
democracy and for the
Conservative Party of Canada.
The Court’s decision shows

clearly what we have said all
along:

Marriage legislation should
be created through
Parliament, not the courts.

Despite the Liberal
government’s repeated attempts
to avoid having to face this
1ssue, there 1S now no
constitutional roadblock for the
government, or any Member of
Parliament, to put forth

“In the past year, Mr. Martin has tried to hide behind the
courts on the issue of marriage. The Supreme Court has
refused to provide him cover. As I’ve always demanded,
Parliament must now make this decision. | support the
traditional definition of marriage, Mr. Martin doesn’t. It’s
that simple. | will work to ensure that most of my Party
can support my position, and | will allow all
Conservatives a free vote. Does Mr. Martin have the

courage to do the same?”

Stephen Harper, M.P., P.C.
Leader of the Opposition

Leader of the Conservative Party of Canada
December 16, 2004

legislation to enshrine the
traditional definition of
marriage and have it come to a
free vote.

Conservative Leader Stephen
Harper 1s committed to having
a free vote on this important
matter of public policy.

Why won’t Paul Martin make
the same commitment?

Prime Minister Paul Martin
refuses to show leadership and
commit the 1ssue of same-sex
marriage to a free vote n
Parliament. He 1s requiring all
of his Cabinet Ministers to vote
for the government’s
legislation, regardless of their
personal views.

Where do you draw the line?
Shouldn’t your government
speak for you?
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* What do YOU think?

Please take a moment to share your views.
When you are done, mail this section,
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postage free.

Do you support Stephen Harper's
position to maintain the definition
of marriage as the union of one
man and one woman?

Yes No

Do you support creating civil
union status?

Yes No

Do you believe this is an issue
for Parliament to decide?

Yes No

Are Stephen Harper and the
Conservatives on the right track?

Yes No
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