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THE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY of MANITOBA
Friday, April 22, 1977

TIME: 2:00

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Finance.

HONOURABLE SAUL A. MILLER (Seven Oaks): Mr. Speaker, | beg to move, seconded by the
Minister of Health that Mr. Speaker do now leave the Chair and the House resolve itself into a
Committee to consider of Ways and Means for raising of the Supply to be granted to Her Majesty.

MOTION presented and carried.

COMMITTEE OF WAYS AND MEANS

BUDGET ADDRESS

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Finance.

MR. MILLER: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, today’s Budget is the first that | have had the
privilege of presenting to this Assembly. Although this year's Budget is a “first” for me, it is, in fact, the
Ninth Budget which our New Democratic Government has put forward since we were first elected to
office in 1969. During that time, the Finance Portfolio in Manitoba has been held by two other
members who have served ably and with great competence. | am referring, of course, to the First
Minister and to the Member for St. Johns. The sound financial footing on which our province finds
itself today is a tribute to both of them.

Mr. Speaker, before | launch into my remarks | also wish to express my thanks and appreciation to
the Deputy Minister of Finance, the Assistant Deputies and to the entire staff who have unstintingly
given of their time in the evenings and over weekends to assist me in the preparation of today’s
Budget.

The years since 1969 have been marked by major changes across the country - and by serious and
divisive problems that could not fail to have an impact on every part of Canada. But, despite the
difficulties we have faced, our government’s budgets over the last eight years have presented a
record of achievement which we believe is unequalled in the history of Manitoba. It is a record of
which our government is extremely proud, it is a record on which we will continue to build.

Statistics show that under our New Democratic administration, the Manitoba economy has
developed at a pace which has outstripped even the boldest forecasts of only a few years ago. And
they also prove that the citizens of our province are sharing in the benefits of this new development in
a way which has significantly enriched their daily lives. From the start, our government dedicated
itself to new goals - people's goals - which will forever change the standards by which
administrations in Manitoba are judged. We have sought growth - and we have attained it-butnotat
the kind of cost previous governments were prepared to accept. We have refused to sacrifice basic
principles of equity and social justice, and we have refused to sacrifice the birthright of the people of
this province.

The results show clearly that our stand has been right:

Our natural resources are now being developed in the interests of Manitobans - not in the
interests of a few, large, multi-national companies. They are no longer being sold out or given away,
with almost no return to the citizens of this province who are the rightful owners.

After years of decline, our vitally-important rural communities are being strengthened once
again; they are no longer being told that they are redundant.

Our elderly people and others on low and fixed incomes can now look forward to a futurein which
their basic needs will be met - with dignity and much-deserved respect. They are no longer being
ignored and shut out of the mainstream of life in our province.

After decades of neglect, our northern and native residents are finally being given a real voice in
managing their own affairs, and they are being offered the support and the training necessary to
assist them. They are no longer being denied even the most basic services other citizens of Manitoba
have come to expect. .

And across the province, the vast majority of people and their families now know that their needs
and their priorities do count with a government which doesn'’t just say it represents them, but proves
that it does represent them - in every policy and in every program. No longer can any governmentin
this province argue that what is good for the privileged few and for the big corporations is, by
definition, automatically good for all the people of Manitoba. It might have worked once, Mr.
Speaker, but it won’t work anymore.

As | said, Manitoba changed a great deal since 1969, and it has changed for the better. Under our
government the total output of the provincial economy has more than doubled; the same is true of per
capita personal income, before and after taxes. Total investment and private sector investment have
increased by close to 100 percent; over 65,000 new jobs have been created - about 90 percent more
than during an equivalent period under the former government; agricultural and mineral production
values stand at near record levels, roughly twice as high as in 1969; manufacturing and retail sales
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have also increased by morethan 100 percent;about80,000 new housingunitshavebeenbuiltorare
under construction -nearly twice as many asunderthe previous government initslastyearsin office;
and there are countless other examples. .

Many members, Mr. Speaker, of the Assembly will recall a report called Targets for Economic
Development. | believe it was 1968 or early 1969« While the TED Report was criticized on several
grounds, it was nonetheless an interesting document - particularly when considered from our own
perspective today. The fact is that the TED Report set a number of economic targets for Manitoba -
targets which it said were challenging but realistic. And I'm quoting, “To reach them, Manitoba’s
resources would have to be utilized with ambition, vigour and imagination.” Well, | can advise the
House that the important TED targets for the mid-1970’s have been achieved. And some, including
the target for per capita personal income, which the TED Report said was the most important of all,
that has been exceeded by a substantial margin. And we are clearly “on target” for 1980 as well.

I will table the specific figures at the end of my address, Mr. Speaker, and commend them
particularly to the members opposite who, when they were in government, set those targets as
standards by which they wanted their performance to be judged.

But, Mr. Speaker, traditional economicindicators, while useful and necessary,don’t tell the whole
story about how wellagovernment has served its citizens. We have notbeen content to look simply at
-growth statistics and broad averages and to conclude from them that atl is well. Our mandate - the

reason the people of Manitoba elected us to this office, was to bring a new approach to government.
Our goal has been to serve the people of Manitoba - all the people - not just a few. Our goal, Mr.
Speaker, has been to ensure that every Manitoba family can look forward to a secure and fulfilling life
in a province which enjoys all the advantages our country is capable of providing.

And we have gone along way towards achieving these goals. In less than eightyears, Mr. Speaker,
we have been able to implement such things as premium-free health insurance; universal nursing
home care; extensive children’'s day care services; a broad home care program; universal
Pharmacare; a newly-launched dental care plan for children; the Office of Ombudsman; Legal Aid;
far-reaching consumer protection legislation; criminal injuries compensation; amassive program of
rental housing for elderly and lower-income people; new human rights measures, a guaranteed
income for the elderly; a large-scale home repair assistance program; a substantial expansion of
elementary, secondary, and higher education services; major new training and employment
programs, particularly for northern and native residents; construction of vitally-needed infrastruc-
ture such as roads and sewage systems in rural and remote areas; public automobile insurance — I'm
sure members will remember that.

A MEMBER: We remember it.

MR. MILLER: You remember it. | notice you've now bought it lock, stock and barrel.

Reorganization of urban government in the City of Winnipeg and a large-scale increase in urban
assistance through such measures as tax sharing and transit grants.

A MEMBER: Bill 36.

MR. MILLER: Yes, Bill 36. And all that flows with it. As I've said, a massive infusion of moneys to
assist the urban areas; special job creation assistance for Manitoba’'s municipalities — that’s through
the Special Municipal Loan Fund; the expansion of cultural and recreational facilities throughout the
province; and reform of our tax system, Mr. Speaker, making it, we believe, the most equitableinany
Canadian province And we have achieved all this - and more - within the spending limits which have
kept our province’'s expenditures among the lowest in the country.

| want to deal with this point specifically. Comparable figures from Stat|st|cs Canadaprove that of
the ten provincial governments, Manitoba’s per capita expenditures were the third lowest last year,

and that our revenues were the third lowest as well. They also show that since 1969, when our
government took office, Manitoba’s expenditures have increased significantly less in percentage
terms, than the average for all ten provinces. And the preliminary figures for this year appear just as
favourable. Since 1969, our government has raised income taxes only once. That was over seven
years ago - when the increase took the form of a tax shift designed to offset a major reduction in
Medicare premiums, that old flat tax that they were so proud of on the other side. During the years
which followed, we have implemented various types of personal tax reduction measures nearly every
year, and we have maintained these reductions. They have not been one-time gimmicks. The basic
sales tax remains unchanged at 5 percent - the same as it was when we came into office. Of the nine
provinces, Mr. Speaker, which have sales taxes, our rate equals the lowest. One province has a 10
percent rate; several have 8 percent rates, and even two of the so-called “have” provinces, Ontario
and British Columbia, have 7 percent sales tax rates. And both these provinces collect health
insurance premiums as well.

These-facts are often conveniently ignored by those who attempt to compare taxes from one
province to another. A fair and complete comparison clearly shows that tax levels in Manitoba arein
line with those of other provinces, and in many cases are appreciably lower. In-fact, no provincein
Canada not a single province - has lower net personal taxes for average and moderate income
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families than Manitoba. Mr. Speaker, this has been demonstrated by independent tax studies, and
our government is proud of it. By combining a fair taxation system with a responsible and sound
system of overall financial management, our administration has been able to maintain public
services in our province at a level which we believe is second to none in this country. And despite
apparent attempts by some to discount our efforts, our government’s record continues to be
recognized internationally with the highest credit rating Manitoba has ever enjoyed under any
administration in our history.

Having said this, however, | want to make it clear that we are under no illusion about the
difficulties our province faces in the years ahead. Much of what we have achieved in the areas of
equitable taxation and the expansion of vital public services could be wiped out at the stroke ofa pen
or be allowed to wither away under a government which may profess to support our programs butis
not really committed to the principles of equity and social justice. And many of our economic
development gains could also be lost through inaction under an administration which believed that
even when people’s livelihoods are being threatened, the only appropriate role for a provincial
government is to grant tax concessions to the large corporations and then to stand asideandtodo as
little as possible, leaving it to the so-called market forces to do what they will.

Manitobans want a government which believes in the future of our province and in the
fundamental right of every citizen to share the benefits which that future promises. And Manitoba
must also have a government which is prepared to take direct and decisive action wheniitis required
to overcome major economic problems - both to preserve the substantial gains our province has
already made, and to guarantee the base that we have built will be strengthened and expanded.

Our record proves that we have been that kind of government. By whatever standards we may be
judged - by those of the previous government, by those of other provinces, by those of the
international investment community, by those which we have set for ourselves under the mandate
entrusted to us by the people of Manitoba - we know we have accomplished a greatdeal. But despite
the underlying strength of of our economy, the year ahead promises to be a difficult one both herein
Manitoba and across the nation, and as a matter of fact throughout the industrialized world. The
problems confronting Canada will severely test every government, atevery level. The challenges are
extremely serious, particularly on the economic side, with growing unemployment and the
continued threat of inflation. Unfortunately, the options available to any provincial government for
dealing with these problems are quite limited.

Mr. Speaker, before | proceed to outline the details of our 1977 Budget, | want to review briefly the
context in which the Budget was prepared.

In 1976, the Canadian economy recovered somewhat from the virtually “no growth” situation of
the previous year of 1975. But as was expected, the recovery was sluggish and very uneven. And
although inflation eased towards the end of the year, unemployment began to worsen dramatically.

Inevitably, the economic situation in Manitoba reflected the national trend. However, a number of
favourable developments were recorded in our province and should be noted at this time. Ourgross
provincial product increased by about 14 percent to reach slightly over $7.9 billion. As | noted earlier,
this is more than double the total output of the Manitoba economy in the year our government took
office. Real growth in 1976 was approximately 4 percent a significant increase over the 1.4 percent
estimated for the previous year.

Despite some difficulties in the agricultural and mining industries due to world market conditions,
the annual value of primary resource production inManitoba continued to exceed $1.5 billionin 1976
0 again, a level twice as high as was ever achieved before our government took office. Total
investment last year reached $2 billion for the first time in our history, and the private sector
component grew by 16 percent, exceeding the $1 billion mark, also for the first time in our history.
The value of building permits issued in 1976 increased dramatically — by 46 percent over the
previous year, to a total of around $433 nillion. Even with the influence of the anti-inflation program,
total personal income increased by 13.6 percent last year, reaching approximately $6.5 billion.

On an after-tax basis, Mr. Speaker, that is, after all taxes have been taken into account, per capita
incomes in Manitoba remained above the national average and, in fact, the differential widened in our
favour. Before 1975, per capita after-tax income in Manitoba had not matched the Canadian average
for fifteen years. We have now exceeded it two years in a row. Mr. Speaker, claims that Manitoba’s
taxes are out of line with those of other provinces are totally false.

Although inflation remained high by historic standards in 1976, the rate of increase in the
Consumer Price Index declined substantially over the course of the year. By year-end, the rate stood
at 6.2 percent, about half the rate of the peak months in 1976 and this, of course, reflected the national
situation. Recent inter-city comparisons show that, despite the rapid increases of the last few years
which have occurred both here and elsewhere, price levels in Winnipeg, and in the rest of the
province, remained relatively low compared to those in many other parts of Canada.

Finally, turning to unemployment, Manitoba's average rate for 1976 — around 4.7 percent —
continued to be well below the national average of 7.1 percent. We retained our comparatively
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favourable position as the province with the third lowest level of unemploymentin the country, and
we continue to do so today. However, as the national unemployment rate began to increase in the
latter partof last year, Manitoba's inevitably followed. We havebeenverydisturbed by thistrend, and
by the failure of the Federal Government to adopt policies to deal adequately with it. And, Mr.
Speaker, | will have more to say about this later.

A full set of economic statistics for 1976 and previous years will be included in the background
material which will be distributed at the conclusion of my remarks.

Mr. Speaker, | now want to turn now to the outlook for the current year. We are already into the
second quarter of 1977, and the severity of Canada’s current economic problems is becoming
increasingly obvious. Most forecasters are predicting a reduced rate of real growth for the national
economy in 1977. Consumer prices across the nation are increasing once again, apparently in large
part because-of rising costs of imported food. The future of Canada’s anti-inflation program remains
uncertain. The Federal Governmentis proposing amajor increase in oil and natural gas prices which,
if implemented, will have a negative effect on virtually all sectors of the Canadian economy. And,
most disturbing of all, unemployment across the country is at its highest level in recent history, and
many forecasters have predicted that it will worsen in the months ahead |f the government of Canada
does not take action on a massive scale to create jobs.

Every one of these national problems will have a direct bearing on Manitoba’s own economic
performance in 1977 and their impact could be compounded if weather conditionsdo notimprove for
our agricultural producers. In these circumstances, we had hoped that the recent Federal Budget —
the one in early April | think it was — would announce far-reaching new measures to deal with at least
some of these problems — and especially with unemployment. But, along with most Canadians, we
were extremely disappointed.

Instead of announcing large-scale direct employment programs, the Federal Government chose
to rely instead on increasing tax incentives to large corporations and major investors — tax

--. concessions whose job-creating value has never been proven, and isn't likely to be this time either. In

light of that kind of negative federal policy response, our government has had to make some very
difficult policy choices of our own. We had hoped to be able to consider measures to complement
federal initiatives designed to stimulate the economy. Now we are faced with what is essentially a“go
italone’” situation. Ottawa is obviously not going to help. In fact, as | announced a few weeks ago, the
Federal Budget has actually lessened the limited budgetary options available to us. We expect to lose
close to $10 million in revenue as a result of some of the federal tax changes — a loss that will not be
offset by the revenue guarantee arrangements which, very conveniently for the Federal Government,
terminated at the end of 1976.

Given this, it was small comfort for us to hear that the Federal Minister of Finance has apparently
given assurances thatif the current situation does not show signs of improving by the fall, the Federal
Government may introduce some new measures to deal with it. Canadais losing billions of dollarsin
potential output and income as a result of unemployment. We simply cannot afford to wait for
another five or six months for something to be done.

I intend to emphasize our government'’s concern about federal inaction in the strongest possible
terms at a conference of Finance Ministers which is to be held in May. The primary purpose of that
conference will be to discuss the future of the anti-inflation program and. decontrol, but these
subjects cannot be dealt with in isolation from other economic factors. There is a growing concern
that at least a portion of our unemployment is a direct result of Ottawa’s over-emphasis on the anti-
inflation campaign. This did not have to happen. Itshould not be allowed to continue, Mr. Speaker. At
the Finance Ministers’ meeting, | will certainly press for a clear statement of federal intentions with
respect to the future of the AIB, and | will advise the Federal Government that we believe the optimum
deadline for an end to controls is no later than October.

On the subject of oil and gas pricing, Manitoba’s position has been made very clear. We believe
there is no justification whatsoever for a price increase at the present time. On the contrary, what is
required now is a broad expansion of federal assistance to promote energy conservation programs
along the lines of those programs now in place in two of the Atlantic provinces. | am hopeful that we
may see some progress in this regard after the next meeting of Energy Ministers in a few weeks. |
know that some discussions have already taken place. In the interim, | will be announcing some
measures today which, though limited, will serve to affirm our government's commitment to
conservation and our willingness to work together with the Federal Government in a national effort to
reduce our dependence on non-renewable energy resources.

Mr. Speaker, before describing our budgetary plans in detail, | want to review an extremely
important aspect of our relations with the Government of Canada.

As most members of the Assembly are aware, a number of Federal, Provincial and Inter-provincial
conferences were held throughout 1976 for the purpose of renegotiating the financial arrangements
which support many of our key public services. These discussions have now concluded, and
although certain technical issues remain to be resolved, | am in a position to provide a fairly specific
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report ontheiroutcomeand theirimplications for our province. Because of the complexity of some of
the various arrangements, | have had a detailed paper prepared on the subject which will be
distributed at the conclusion of my remarks.

It is sufficient to say here that the new “Established Programs Financing Arrangements” will
involve the termination of the Income Tax Revenue Guarantee which had been in effect since 1972;
the continuation of the provincial tax equalization formula, but with a number of modifications,
including new limits on the equalization of natural resource revenues, as well as achange inthe way
school property taxes are equalized across the country; and the elimination of traditional cost-
sharing for Hospital insurance, Medicare and post-secondary education and their replacement with
a transfer of per capita cash payments and additional income tax responsibility. There will nolonger
be a direct relationship between provincial program costs and the amount of federal support.

Quite clearly, the Federal Government will no longer be an equal partner with the provinces in
sharing the risks of cost escalation associated with some of our most important national programs, or
in sharing the expenditures required to make them more efficient over the long term.

Mr. Speaker, overall, we estimate that the new arrangements will mean a revenue shortfall to
Manitoba of from $34 million to $70 million in the 1977-78 fiscal year. The lower figure of $34 million
represents the certain, the certain shortfall relative to last year's Estimates caused by the termination
of the revenue guarantee. The higher figure — $70 million — represents a loss of potential revenue
which would have been received had the Federal Government not rescinded an earlier promise of full
sharing for lower cost alternative health services such as nursing homes, had it notchanged the way
equalization is calculated for school property taxes, and had it not decided to effect a recovery of
what it alleged were payment “overlaps” occasioned by the introduction of these new arrangements.
A negative revenue impact of this magnitude, Mr. Speaker, cannot be overcome easily, and it has had
a major influence on our budgetary planning for the 1977-78 fiscal year.

Members will recall that our Budget last year forecast a 1976-1977 current account deficit at that
time of approximately $12.8 million. At the time, however, it was also noted that the deficit could be
larger if the Government of Canada refused to agree to a fair compromise in respect of a plan it had
just put forward at that time for a retroactive change in the way it calculated Income Tax Revenue
Guarantee payments for the last three years of the program — that is 1974, 1975 and 1976.
Unfortunately, the Federal Government refused to compromise, and the result for Manitoba was a
further shortfall of $9.8 million from the amount shown in our Estimates last year.

On the expenditure side, Mr. Speaker, although additional amounts in excess of the Estimates
were required for such unforeseen things as forest fires and flood costs last spring — perhaps we
could do with some floods this year but that's not the case — and there were other unforeseen
increases, growth in most departments was held down through special mid-year restraint measures.

The 1976 restraint reductions totalled approximately $20 million. They affected virtually all
departments and lessened substantially the need for additional expenditure authority through
special warrants. Because the province’s books have just been closed for two days, | believe it was
Wednesday, precise figures on our year-end position are not yet available, but it appears that the
1976-1977 deficit has been held to about $19 million, somewhat lower than we had anticipated in the
absence of a fair compromise by the Federal Government on the revenue guarantee.

Mr. Speaker, several weeks ago, | tabled our government's Main Estimates of Current
Expenditures for the fiscal year ending March 31st, 1978. As | pointed out at that time, our Main
Estimates for 1977-1978 reflected a number of factors, including our continuing restraint efforts and
the serious negative impact that the new Federal-Provincial financial arrangements were expected to
have on our revenue position.

The rate of increase in the Main Estimates of 7.75 percent over last year’s voted totals, was the
second lowest of the provinces which have tabled their spending plans up to now. Of course, not all
provinces have tabled their Estimates or have introduced their Budgets. Despite this relatively low
growth rate, the Estimates provided for significant increases in support for a number of priority -
programs. During the year, our government will be monitoring departmental expenditures and
trendsvery carefully,and ifunforeseen pressures develop in some program areas, we are prepared to
deal with the problem by reassigning staff and reallocating funds wherever practicable.

.I have already referred, Mr. Speaker, to two major reductions in our available revenues for 1977-
1978 arising out of the decision by the Federal Government. In addition, of course, there's the
continuing system of income tax indexing which will cut the growth of our revenues from that source
by a further $20 million this year.

These factors, coupled with the need to apply extreme caution in estimating other tax revenues in
light of the the possible drought conditions which | just mentioned, obviously this has placed major
restrictions on our budget options for this fiscal year. These problems are not unique to Manitoba, of
course. Most provinces are experiencing similar difficulties and this has been reflected in the
budgetary decisions their governments have announced to date. A number of tax increases of one
kind or another have been implemented in some provinces and, even in one of the wealthiest
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provinces, Mr. Speaker, Medicare premiums were raised effective April 1st.

I am happy-to announce, however, today that there is no provision for atax increase in my Budget.
In fact, because of careful planning and restraint that was applied in preparing our Expenditure
Estimates, it will be possible to implement a number of tax adjustments.

The first of these adjustments, Mr. Speaker, has already been announced — an increase in both
the maximum and general minimum benefits under our Property Tax Credit Program. The maximum
property tax credit for 1977 will be $375, up $25.00 from the $350 available for 1976. A similar increase
will bring the general minimum credit to $225.00. Eligible homeowners will have their realty tax bills
reduced by this amount this spring or summer, depending on when they get their tax bill. About
210,000 homeowners will qualify for tax credits this year, and by far the majority of them — around
145,000 or 70 percent — will receive more than the minimum amount, qualifying for the benefits of up
to $375 maximum when they file their 1977 income tax returns next spring.

Approximately 170,000 tenants will also qualify to receive the expanded tax credits when they file
their 1977 income tax returns. This expansion of benefits, Mr. Speaker, will provide total school and
general property tax relief of $98 million for the current year. This is more than the entire amount the
former government spent on assistance to school divisions and municipalities in its last full year in
office.

Now | know members opposite are on record as favouring the abolition of tax credits, but | also
note that they have been silent on this question in very recent months. Our tax credit system is the
fairest possible method available for providing property tax relief. It is the only system which takes
income and family size into account, not only for homeowners, butalso for tenants. No other form of
property tax relief is more equitable, as long as this government is in office, we will maintain tax
credits as one of the primary features of our budgetary structure. Despite the major property tax
reductions which have been achieved through our tax credit program, some concerns continue to be
expressed about particular pressures on some ratepayers.

Some senior citizens have indicated that even with the assistance through tax credits, their limited
and often fixed incomes have not kept pace with living costs and realty taxes and have made it
increasingly difficult for them to maintain their homes. Fortunately, this problem is far less
widespread than it was before our tax credit plan was introduced, and according to the latest
statistics, about 37 percent of pensioners have their property taxes entirely offset by the credits,
while an additional 34 percent receive the maximum benefits available, which now stand at $375.00.
But, to provide greater security, and to lessen the worries some of our senior citizens might face, our
government proposes to introduce a new plan which will guarantee that no pensioner is required to
give up his or her home because of rising realty taxes. The program will involve an-optional system
under which property tax payments can be deferred until such time as the residence ceases to be
occupied by its owner or owners.

We are hopeful that municipal governments will co-operate with the province by administering
this program at the local level. The Provincial Government will,-of course, reimburse municipalities
for the revenues which are not collected as a result of deferrals. Mr. Speaker, full details of the new
plan will be announced in the very near future.

Every effort will be made, Mr. Speaker, every effort will be made to implement it in time for
pensioners wishing to take advantage of it for their 1977 property taxes.

.. Mr. Speaker, | want to make it very clear, that | for one, do not believe that the problem is
widespread, but where difficulties are being encountered, then this measure will help. Any who
choose to enter a deferral plan will have their deferred taxes credited with the same reductions they
would have received if they were paying taxes on a normal schedule, so that they will not be worse off,
they will be far better off, and if indeed, they are concerned, if they are worried, whether those worries
are real or imagined, they now know that there is an opportunity to take advantage of a program now
available for the first time in Manitoba.

Mr. Speaker, earlier, | referred to the need for a national effort with federal support, to encourage
conservation of scarce non-renewable energy resources. As an initial step and to indicate our
government’s readiness to co-operate in a national energy conservation program, and to dovetail
with-any program that they may, we hope that they will come into Manitoba with it, we propose to
eliminate the provincial sales tax on insulation materials for use in residential construction of anon-
commercial nature. It is our hope, Mr. Speaker, that insulation dealers and contractors will not
absorb the benefit of this exemption by raising their prices, but will pass it on in its entirety to their
customers. | will be asking my colleague, the Minister responsible for Consumer Affairs, to monitor
insulation prices in the next several months, and to advise me of his findings. The sales tax exemption
for insulation materials will take-effect at midnight tonight.

In addition, Mr. Speaker,a system will be introduced to eliminate property tax increases which
might arise from the installation of equipment to utilize solar energy for home heating purposes.
Although relatively few such installations have been made up to now, itis hoped that such equipment
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may become more common in the future. Despite the fact that a solar heating system can add to
property assessment, atleast it may add, we believe thereshould be no property tax charge imposed
for what is essentially a conservation measure. For this reason, we will ask municipalities to keep the
necessary records, and the province will reimburse them for not applying their mill rates against
assessment increases in such cases. It is estimated that the combined cost of the sales tax exemption
for insulation materials and the elimination of property tax for solar heating equipment will be
approximately $300,000 in 1977-78.

To supplement these tax measure, Mr. Speaker, and to assist homeowners who would like to
upgrade the insulation in their homes, but who have not done so because they lack the funds to
finance the initial insulation costs, we are introducing a special provincial loan program under which
up to $1,000 will be made available to those homeowners who wish to improve the insulation. The
loan could be repayable over a 20 year period at a favourable interest rate which should keep the
maximum monthly payments under $10.00 per month. The modest monthly costs mean, Mr.
Speaker, that every homeowner in the province, regardless of financial position, will be able to
upgrade insulation and to realize substantial savings on heating costs as he’s doing it, at the same
time. The program will be administered through Manitoba Hydro and, initially, will be offered to its
customers as an expansion of a smaller-scale plan along the same line which it has been operating
for some time. Winnipeg Hydro will also be offered the chance to set up a similar plan for its
customers.

Mr. Speaker, in the Speech from the Throne at the start of this Session, reference was made to a
detailed review of Succession Duty legislation. That review has now been completed, and it has
confirmed, to our satisfaction, that the Succession Duty and Gift Tax Acts are equitable and
consistent with original objectives. Members, | am sure will recall that Manitoba entered the
succession duty field in 1972 after the Federal Governmenteliminated its estate tax. In that year, nine
of the ten provinces were in the field, but, as is well known, a number subsequently withdrew — in
some cases because the Federal Government decided to cease administering the provincial
Succession Duty and Gift Tax legislation after 1974. Today, three provinces remain in the field, but
two of the three, Ontario and Quebec, are Canada’s largest provinces. So overall, about two-thirds of
Canadians reside in provinces which still apply what we regard as one of the essential elements of an
equitable tax structure. As was pointed out when succession duties were first introduced in
Manitoba, various forms of inheritance taxes are common throughout virtually all western
democracies. In fact, the Canadian Government is one of the few national governments which has
abrogated its responsibility for ensuring that large-scale transfers of wealth do not take place without
some form of fair contribution to the public as a whole.

The principle behind the tax is not difficult to explain. Why should people who do not earn but just
inherit large sums pay no tax, while at the same time people who earn income, pay taxes at normal
rates? But, of course, we will hear counter arguments. Some have suggested that the tax affects
many people, others have argued that succession duties lead to a flight of capital. But statistics show
that of those adults who die each year, only 2 percent, one out of fifty, leave estates which are subject
to any succession duty. In fact, since 1972, the number of taxable estates has averaged well under
200 a year in Manitoba. Mr. Speaker, the statistics also show that by far the largest proportion of
revenue is derived from the largest estates. The vast majority of smaller estates are exempt or
generate a minimal tax liability. Insofar as the “flight of capital” is concerned, it is true that some
wealthy people have sought tax havens elsewhere, and that has always been the case. Retirementon
atropicalisland or the Bahamas, or the Cayman Islands, with no taxes, has always been anoption for
the few people who can afford it, and setting up complicated legal arrangements has sometimes
worked in the past too — but not always.

The simple fact is that to get involved in the kind of tax competition which has been suggested to
stop such manoeuverings is really self-defeating. Even the former Premier of Manitoba, Walter Weir,
acknowledged this in 1969 when he stated in a debate on estate tax rebates, and | quote: “l am not a
believer in. . . what | believe is almost false incentive for the location of capital in different
jurisdictions in Canada as it exists now. . .”

MR. SPEAKER: Order please.

MR. MILLER: | thought we were out of Question Period, Mr. Speaker. Our government fully agrees
with this sentiment. We believe the Federal Government belongs in the estate tax field, we are
prepared to vacate it if and when Ottawa recognizes its responsibility. In the interim, we believe the
provincial Succession Duty Act should be maintained. At the same time, as we indicated when the
review was started, the review has indicated that some changes should be made. The Succession
Duty Act will be amended this session to recognize the partnership of spouses in the marriage
relationship in line with changes to be reflected in forthcoming legislation dealing with family law. In
order to achieve this, the share of the marital assets of the surviving spouse will be exempt from
succession duty. This is in addition to the $250,000 exemption available in all such cases after
tonight's budget.
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Over and above this very substantial change in the interspousal transfer, we propose additional
amendments to recognize the impact of inflation on both the value of assets and purchasing power.
The preferred exemption which was previously increased in 1974 from $150,000 to $200,000, will be
further increased to $250,000 Thisexemption willalso be expanded to include additional exemptions
for under-age dependent children. The floor below which no estate is taxable will be increased from
the present $50,000 to $75,000. The collateral exemption will be increased from $25,000to $35,000. At
present the collateral category includes brothers and sisters of the deceased, as well as uncles, aunts
and cousins. S

But because of the closeness between many brothers and sisters the government feels that this
special bond should be * recognized. Therefore, a new exemption is being added as an extension of
the collateral exemption. It increases the present exemption to $100,000 for siblings — brothers and
sisters of the deceased. —(Interjection)— Siblings. Didn’t | say siblings?

Mr. Speaker, further changes will also be made in the present exemptions for infirm dependants.
Other details will be made known when the Bill is introduced. Although we have not found any
evidence of people being forced to sell farms or businesses to pay the tax, we intend to extend the
basic allowable deferral period substantially. As well, we continue to be prepared to review any
situations where difficulties arise under the “hardship” provisions in the existing legislation which
permit indefinite deferrals at interest not to exceed 5 percent. | might point out, such an application,
to my knowledge, has never been received.

Therewill also be an increase in the exemptions under The Gift Tax Act. Exemptions forindividual
gifts for preferred beneficiaries other than spouses will be raised from $2,000 to $5,000. For spouses,
it will become $6,000, after the family law changes are taken into account. The maximum total
exemptions will be increased to $25,000. All the succession duty changes will be effective in respect
of deaths occurring since midnight last night. In total, it is estimated that because tax is payable
starting six months after death, these changes will reduce our revenues by approximately $2.5
million this year, and $4 million in the following year. This loss represents more than half ourannual
revenues from succession duties to date.

Earlier in my address, Mr. Speaker, | referred briefly to the fact that the new Federal Established
Programs Financing Arrangement legislation provides for a transfer of greater income tax
responsibility to the Provincial Governments. That's all provincial governments. In describing the
transfer to the House of Commons, the Federal Minister of Finance stated: “This will come about
through a reduction of federal tax in the expectation thatthe provinces will increase their taxes by an
equivalent amount. Tne result is that the position of the taxpayer will be unchanged. . ."

On the surface, Mr. Speaker, the mechanics of this transfer seem complicated, but in fact, the
arithmetic is quite straightforward. The provincial income tax rate is expressed as a percentage of
basic federal tax. For Manitobans up to now, this has involved 142.5 percentage points of tax: 100
federal points and 42.5 provincial and municipal points. The transfer will involve 9.143 of federal
points, but this figure is not just subtracted from one total and added to the other. The Federal
Government requires, under the Federal-Provincial Tax Collection Agreements, that provincial rates
must be expressed as percentages of the federal rate and that they be expressed in rounded
percentages. In other words, not a percentage of taxable income, but a percentage of the federal
basic rate.

By “rounding down,” our converted rate will become 56 percentage points, which is equivalent to
a rate of about 41.7 percentage points under the old system, compared to the present 42.5 points.
This change is retroactive to January 1 and will mean a small amelioration in basic income tax for
Manitoba taxpayers.

The official Opposition, which, for most of the years it was in government, applied the highest
provincial personal income tax rate outside Quebec, have often claimed that our government’s rate
was the highest in Canada. | believe that after this year’s conversion, and when other Budgets are
known, that the figures will show that perhaps we rank about the third or fourth amongst the
provinces, even though we don’t have hundreds of millions of dollars in oil royalties, or medicare
premiums, or the high sales tax rate that some other provinces use to buoy up their revenues.

In addition to this technical rate conversion, we also propose another income tax adjustment. For
the last few.years, a number of taxpayers have expressed concern about the fact that according to
Revenue Canada tables used to calculate their income taxes, there are instances atvery low levels of
taxable income where there is zero federal tax, but some provincial tax payable. It has been explained
in the House that this apparently anomalous situation arises because of a special federal reduction
which does not affect the “basic” federal tax against whichthe province has to apply its rate under the
tax collection agreement, the one | just referred to. For 1977, a new problem would arise because of
the rate conversion | have just described. Without some adjustment, taxpayers with zero federal tax
would have experienced an actual tax increase as a result of the transfer, and additional people
would have faced this situation. We have decided to deal with -this problem by eliminating the
provincial income tax for those taxfilers who pay no federal tax. Our Estimates indicate that this
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change will remove about 75,000 taxpayers from the provincial taxrollsin Manitoba. Thismeasureis
expected to reduce revenues by perhaps $2.7 million in income tax 1977-78. Neither of the
adjustments | have announced tonight will affect the benefits payable under our two tax credit plans.

| have already referred to an increase in property tax credits for 1977, and of course, | am happy to
say that the Cost of Living Tax Credit benefits will also increase this year because they are tied to the
personal exemption levels which grow in line with the Consumer Price Index. For 1977, the maximum
Cost of Living Tax Credit benefits for a family of four — the typical family of four | always refer to, the
married taxfiler claiming a spouse and two dependent children under sixteen — for that typical family
the benefits would be $154.00, up from $142.00 for 1976. At a gross income level of $10,000, the
benefits for this family will total $108.00 as compared with $91.00 last year. With this increase, Mr.
Speaker, some 78 percent of all such families — all those with incomes totalling under $21,000 — will
be eligible for benefits, with the largest amounts, of course, accruing to lower and moderateincome
earners. Mr. Speaker, this latest increase brings total Cost of Living Tax Credit benefits for 1977 to
$28 million. This is an increase of $5 million or 21.7 percent over the estimated $23 million benefits in
1976. Over 400,000 Manitoba taxfilers are expected to benefit this year. In total, the direct tax relief
provided by our two tax credit plans for 1977, will be $126 million, an increase of $15.5 million or 14
percent over 1976. As a result of this budget, and combining all the measures, including tax credits
and indexing of the provincial income tax base, Manitoba taxfilers can expect to pay about $44
million less in provincial income taxes for 1977. Average savings for the typical family of four will
amount to about $120.00, with the largest savings — approximately $215.00 over 1976 — available at
the gross income level of $7,500 per year. Other typical savings are $154.00 at $20,000, $132.00 at
$15,000 and $118.00 at $12,000.00.

In addition to providing tax relief, these measures should also have a positive impact on the
economy as early as this summer. The property tax credit advances will, of course, be received
through this year’s municipal and school property tax statements, and the income tax adjustments
should be reflected in payroll deductions starting in July.

Before leaving the subject of taxation, Mr. Speaker, | should advise members that the rate
conversion | described earlier will require a similar conversion of the share of provincial personal
income tax which is assigned to municipalities. As members are aware, in Manitoba, a certain
number of points were assigned to municipalities, | believe in 1975. Up to now, the municipal share
has been two points of personal income tax. In order to reflect this conversion, itwill now become 2.2
points. Otherwise, they would be getting less. The municipal share of corporation income tax will
remain unchanged at the one percentage point. For 1977, the unctnditional icmv paxents to
municipalities will total $21.4 million. This is roughly 22 percent higher than the $17.6 million
provided for in last year's Eyvates, and close to 600 percent more than the unconditional grants paid
to municipalities under the former government in its last full year in office. Mr. Speaker, zecause the
final 1976 census count of municipal population is still unknown, the 1977 payments are preliminary
and may be subject to some adjustment later, but as a general guideline, we will ensure that no
municipality’s mid-1977 payment is lower than its entitlement of a year ago.

Mr. Speaker, at the time | tabled the Main Estimates of Current Expenditures for the 1977-78 fiscal
year, | indicated that certain items decided upon after the deadline, it was early in January, for
inclusion in the main expenditure total would be covered by Supplementary Estimates.

At the conclusion of my address today, | will be tabling Supplementary Estimates totalling $12.9
million. This amount breaks down as follows:

About $7.5 million — | won't give you the dollars and cents — for additional education support
announced earlier by my colleague, the Minister of Education. The Province’s contributions toward
public school financing for 1977 will therefore total $184 million, exclusive of property tax credits.
This represents an increase of about $23 million over the 1976 contributions, and is one of the major
reasons for property taxes being held down this year.

$3,650,000 for the Farm Income Assurance Plan in the Department of Agriculture; approximately
$365,100 for the Department of Labour to finance the establishment of a Workplace and Safety
Health Branch; and $,392,700 for additional projects under our cost-sharing arrangements with the
Department of Regional Economic Expansion.

When these $12.9 million in supplementary expenditures are added to the $1,153.7 million Main
Estimates that were tabled earlier in the Session, the total current account expenditures
requirements for 1977/78 now become $1,166.6 million, an increase of about 8.9 percent over the
total amounts voted for 1976-77. This percentage still leaves our expenditure growth, | believe,
probably amongst the lowest — | believe this is the lowest in Canada, but certainly amongst the
lowest which have presented their Estimates so far this year. On the revenue side, Mr. Speaker, the
Estimates | will table indicate that the government isanticipatingreceipts of $1.158.0 million in 1977-
78.

So, if there were no further changes and nothing else anticipated, there would be a current
account deficit of $8.6 million at tend of the year. In effect, we would be close to a “balanced
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budget’,on Current Account.

Mr. Speaker, turning to capital, there is no question that the government’s capital spending
program will continue to play an important positive role in creating and maintaining employmentin
Manitoba in the coming months.

At the conclusion of address today, | will table Estimates of the capital requirements totalling
$522.2million for 1977-78. This total is about $125 million more than the capital authority for 1976-77
fiscal year,-but it is somewhat lower than the total for 1975-76.

A portion of our requirements, as usual, will come from Central Mortgage and Housing
Corporation and other federal and. shared-cost programs. This will result in public market
borrowings of approximately $350 million.

This year's Capital Estimates provide an allowance of: $421.2 m|II|on in “Schedule A” for such
self-sustaining programs, including $278.8 million for Hydro, $64.1 million for the Manitoba Housing
and Renewal Corporation, $42.5 million for the Manitoba Telephone System along with $100.9
million in “Schedule B” for direct government programs. | want to draw particular attention, Mr.
Speaker, to two items in “Schedule B” which are somewhat different than usual. There is $3.5 million
for University Centennial Projects and $4.3 million for major remedial structure repairs at Red River
Community College.

Despite the uncertainties in international financial markets, Mr. Speaker, we anticipate noundue
difficulty in securing the funds we require for our capital program. Our credit rating remains at
“Double A,” the best in our history. And if there was any doubt, Mr. Speaker, in this regard, | just this
morning received a telex from the Union Bank of Switzerland congratulating us for the fact that the 80
million Swiss francs loan which was floated in Switzerland sold as well as it did, at 5 . percent, fifteen
year term at par. —(Interjection)— No, that was not Dr. Kasser's money. Mind you, not that I will turn
his down. —(Interjections)—

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. Order please. Order please. Order please Order please. | wonder if
- the honourable members want to recess for five minutes.

" A MEMBER: That's not a bad idea.

MR. MILLER: Mr. Speaker, | would welcome it. | am getting tired of standing on my feet.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Finance. o

MR. MILLER: Mr. Speaker, | was going to make some other remark but now | won’t because we will
start all over again.

Our net direct debt — at about $424 per capita at March 31, 1976, the last time it was calculated
formally — is not out of line with that of other provinces. Ourdebtcharges are no larger, as a percent
of current expenditures, than they were under the former government in the mid-1960s. And our net
direct debt continues to represent a relatively small portion of our gross provincial product.

Mr. Speaker, in 1961, in one of his first Budget speeches, the then Premier and Provincial
Treasurer, the Honourable Duff Roblin stated, and | quote: “We have been criticized that. . .we have
allowed the public debt to increase. After the circumstances of the past | regard this as a completely
necessary development. |t has become both popular in some circles to argue that a balanced budget
on both Capital and Current Account is the sine qua non of government finance, the best of all
possible worlds. For a mature economy, that view might have weight. But Manitoba'’s is nota mature
economy. The public debt, or indeed investment, as it really is, has grown. | can only wish thatit had
grown sooner so that our people might have enjoyed sooner the fruits of that investment.” Mr.
Speaker, | commend this statement particularly to the members opposite. They seem to have
forgotten — I am not talking to the Member for Sturgeon Creek, | know he wasn’t here— | am talking
particularly to those members who were here. They seem to have forgotten some important facts
they once apparently understood very well.

Now, Mr. Speaker, at this point | could have sat down. Our government could have leftthe Budget
just as it is, just as it stands, and we could have claimed credit for having produced virtually a
balanced budget on Current Account for fiscal 1977-78, without raising taxes — and in spite of
cutbacks in federal assistance. But with a national jobless total of well over 900,000 for March, and
with the Federal Government refusing to take immediate action to deal with what is quite clearly, a
national emergency, we feel it would be the height of irresponsibility not to do everything we can,
within the limited capacity of our Provincial Government, to protect the Manitoba economy from the
worst effects of unemployment.

Enormous human and economic costs are involved. Unemployment is cruel and demeaning to
able-bodied men and women who want to work, who seek work, and of course to their families. The
massive unemployment we have in Canada today also means a drastic loss of output and income to
the entire economy including every person who has a job, he too is affected. The effects of
unemployment may not be as visible to people as inflation, buttheyare every bit as threatening and
every bit as damaging to real incomes, to everyone’s real income. Unlike some other governments,
we do not feel unemployment is a secondary problem or a secondary priority. And unlike some other
governments, we do not feel efforts to create jobs should be set aside as being potentially
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inflationary. There is nothing inflationary about putting people to work especially with the national
economy operating at 20 percent under capacity.

Our government believes immediate action is essential. For this reason, Mr. Speaker, we have
decided to introduce a large and wide-ranging, multi-pronged program of new direct job creation
measures which will take effect within a matter of weeks. Mr. Speaker, full details of the program will
be announced in about ten days when further supplementary estimates will be tabled. Mr. Speaker,
by the end of the summer, we expect that the Federal Government will have realized the urgency of
implementing special national programs similar to ours. That is why the target time frame for special
new job creation program is a relatively short one — from mid-May through mid-September. And at
that time, in the late summer or early fall, and in the light of whatever action Ottawa has announced by
then, we will reassess the situation in Manitoba to determine the kind of follow-up steps that may be
required for the winter months. —(Interjections)—

Mr. Speaker, you know the Member for Fort Garry likes to be very cynicaland | supposeif he were
in office, that is what he would be, very cynical. But | have come to expect this.

Mr. Speaker, in many ways the process of formulating a Budget is one of the most critical tests
confronting any government. A budget requires hard decisions, backed up by direct action. Its
results can be seen and measured. Rhetoric, no matter how forceful, will not cover up its failings.

In preparing this Budget for 1977, Mr. Speaker, our government has been put to just such a test,
and our response is now before the House. Itis a reasonable budget which will make it possible for us
to ensure and to introduce a large-scale special program to create jobs.

We looked to Ottawa for leadership and assistance, but it was not forthcoming. In fact, the Federal
Government cut down its support to the provinces and turned its back on the unemployed.

So, Mr. Speaker, with limited options and limited resources, we have had to go italone. By putting
Manitobans to work, this Budget, and the measures which will follow, will bring benefit, directly and
indirectly, to individuals and businesses in every region. It willincrease incomes and outputand help
secure our economic base for future gains.

Mr. Speaker, this is a people’s budget, by a people’s government. It is an honest budget, without
gimmicks or giveaways. It will get the job done, Mr. Speaker.

MOTION presented.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Leader of the Opposition.

MR. LYON: Mr. Speaker, | beg to move, seconded by the Honourable the Member for Lakeside,
that debate be adjourned.

MOTION presented and carried.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Finance.

MR. MILLER: Mr. Speaker, | have two messages from the Honourable the Administrator of the
Government of the Province of Manitoba.

Mr. Speaker, | beg to move, seconded by the Minister of Health and Social Development, that

MR. SPEAKER: One thing at a time, please.

MR. MILLER: Excuse me.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable the Administrator of the Government of the Province of
Manitoba transmits to the Legislative Assembly of Manitoba estimates of sums required for the
service of the province for the capital expenditures for the fiscal year March 31st, 1978, and
recommends these estimates to the Legislative Assembly.

Second message. The Honourable the Administrator of the Government of the Province of
Manitoba transmits to the Legislative Assembly of Manitoba estimates of further sums required for
the services of the province for the fiscal year ending March 31st, 1978, and recommends these
estimates to the Legislative Assembly.

The Honourable Minister of Finance. —(Interjections)— Order please.

MR. MILLER: Mr. Speaker, | beg to move, seconded by the Minister of Health, that the said
messages, together with the estimates accompanying the same, be referred to the Committee of
Supply.

MOTION presented and carried.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable House Leader.

MR. GREEN: Mr. Speaker, | move, seconded by the Honourable the Attorney-General, that the
House do now adjourn.

MOTION presented and carried and the House adjourned until 2:30 Monday next.
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ESTIMATED GROSS PROVINCIAL PRODUCT: MANITOBA
GROSS NATIONAL PRODUCT: CANADA

1958 - 1976

58 59 60 61

[ ] ; ;
G.P.P. in Nominal Dollars

MANITOBA

YEAR

62 63 64 65 66 67 68 69 70 71

G.P.P. in 1958 Dollars

72 73 74 75 76

Manitoba'’s Canada’s

Estlﬁgt?rc‘iciGarloss Percent Change N(a;:i(:)srial Percept Change

Product Relative to the Product Relative to the

Year $ Millions Previous Year $ Millions Previous Year
1958 1,682 - 34,777 -
1959 1,835 9.1 36,846 5.9
1960 1,928 51 38,359 4.1
1961 1,893 (1.8) 39,646 3.4
1962 2,109 11.4 42,927 8.3
1963 2,174 3.1 45,978 7.1
1964 2,394 10.1 50,280 9.4
1965 2,550 6.5 55,364 10.1
1966 2,735 7.3 61,828 11.7
1967 2,994 9.5 66,409 7.4
1968 3,289 9.9 72,586 9.3
1969 3,492 6.2 79,815 10.0
1970 3,674 5.2 85,685 1.4
1971 4,021 9.4 924,115 9.8
1972 4,450 10.7 104,669 11.2
1973 5,324 19.6 122,582 174
1974 6,190 16.3 144,616 18.0
1975 6,951 12.3 161,132 1.4
1976p 7,935 14.2 184,494 14.5

p - preliminary

Note: Data have been revised to accord with updated Statistics Canada series.
Source: Department of Finance/Statistics Canada
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TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME: MANITOBA
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Nominal Disposable Income
(Current Dollars)

7

N

MMM
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NN
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72 73 74 15 16

Recal Disposable Income
(1958 Dollars)

PERSONAL PERSONAL
DISPOSABLE DISPOSABLE P et
INCOME INCOME
(1958 Dollars) (Current Dollars) (Current Dollars)

Percent Change Percent Change Percent Change

Relative to the Relative to the Relative to the
Year 4 Millions | Previous Year |$ Millions| Previous Year |$ Millions| Previous Year
1958 1,246 1,246 1,352
1959 1,274 2.2 1,289 3.5 1,419 5.0
1960 1,321 3.7 1,349 4.7 1,492 5.1
1961 1,251 (5.3) 1,286 (4.7) 1,436 (3.8)
1962 1,393 11.4 1,451 12.8 1,611 12.2
1963 1,401 0.6 1,482 2.1 1,647 2.2
1964 1,483 5.9 1,588 7.2 1,775 7.8
1965 1,548 4.4 1,691 6.5 1,892 6.6
1966 1,582 2.2 1,785 5.6 2,039 7.8
1967 1,691 6.9 1,971 10.4 2,280 11.8
1968 1,782 5.4 2,166 9.9 2,523 10.7
1969 1,778 (0.2) 2,245 3.6 2,704 7.2
1970 1,791 0.7 2,342 4.3 2,857 5.7
1971 1,958 9.3 2,621 11.9 3,188 11.6
1972 2,118 8.2 2,949 12.5 3,565 11.8
1973 2,387 12.7 3,572 21.1 4,227 18.6
1974 2,470 3.5 4,091 14.5 4,915 16.3
1975 2,641 6.9 4,826 18.0 5,742 16.8
1976p 2,801 6.1 5,478 13.5 6,522 13.6

p - preliminary

Source: Statistics Canada/Department of Finance
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PERSONAL DISPOSABLE INCOME PER CAPITA
MANITOBA AND CANADA
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MANITOBA CANADA
Percent Change Percent Change
Relative to the Relative to the
Year $ Previous Year $ Previous Year
1958 1,424 -~ 1,423 -
1959 1,447 1.6 1,455 2.2
1960 1,489 2.9 1,487 2.2
1961 1,395 (6.3) 1,475 (0.8)
1962 1,550 111 1,579 7.1
1963 1,562 0.8 1,646 4.2
1964 1,656 6.0 1,713 44
1965 1,752 5.8 1,846 7.8
1966 1,854 5.8 1,994 8.0
1967 2,047 10.4 2,116 6.1
1968 2,231 9.0 2,262 6.9
1969 2,293 2.8 2,424 7.2
1970 2,383 3.9 2,536 4.6
1971 2,653 11.3 2,779 9.6
1972 2,973 121 3,121 12.3
1973 3,579 20.4 3,585 5.3
1974 4,046 13.0 4,121 15.0
1975 4,736 171 4,715 14.4
1976p 5,329 12,5 5,278 11.9
p - preliminary

Source: Statistics Canada/Department of Finance
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58 59 60 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 68 69 70 71 72 73 74 15 76
YEAR
MANITOBA CANADA
Total Percent Change Total Percent Change
Labour Income | Relative to the | Labour Income | Relative to the
Year $Millions Previous Year $Miltions Previous Year
1958 819.3 - 17,435 -
1959 888.7 8.5 18,596 6.7
1960 923.8 3.9 19,582 5.3
1961 943.8 2.2 20,399 4.2
1962 994.7 5.4 21,816 6.9
1963 1,045.7 5. 23,262 6.6
1964 1,041 5.6 25,367 9.0
1965 I,194.1 8.2 28,201 11.2
1966 1,311.9 9.9 31,878 13.0
1967 1,485.6 13.2 35,303 10.7
1968 1,645.6 10.8 38,444 8.9
1969 i,814.8 10.3 43,065 12.0
1970 1,935.5 6.7 16,706 8.5
1971 2,103.6 8.7 51,528 10.3
1972 2,339.2 11.2 57,570 11.7
1973 2,682.8 14.7 66,358 15.3
1974 3,220.9 20.1 78,520 18.3
1975 3,788.1 17.6 90,586 15.4
1976p 4,257.5 12.4 104,430 15.3
p - V preliminary
Source: Statistics Canada
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UNEMPLOYMENT RATE (%) : MANITOBA AND CANADA

1961 - 1976
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61 62 63 64 65 66 67 68 69 70 71 72 73 74 75 76
YEAR
se=es=  Canada — Old Survey =« Canada — Revised Labour Force Survey
—— Manitoba — Old Survey —-—- Manitoba — Revised Labour Force Survey
MANITOBA CANADA
Unemployment Unemployment
Year | Unemployed Rate Unemployed Rate
Old New Old New oid New oid New
Survey | Survey | Survey | Survey | Survey | Survey | Survey | Survey
(000) | (000) % % (000) | (000) % %
1961 17 50 | 466 7.1
1962 15 4.4 390 5.9
1963 15 44 374 55
1964 11 3.2 324 47
1965 10 2.8 280 39
1966 9 25 267 3.6
1967 9 25 315 4.1
1968 13 35 382 4.8
1969 10 27 382 47
1970 17 4.5 495 5.9
1971 19 4.9 552 6.4
1972 18 4.5 562 6.3
1973 16 3.9 520 5.6
1974 13 3.1 525 5.4
1975 16 21 3.7 4.5 707 697 7.1 6.9
1976 17 4.7 736 71

Source: Statistics Canada
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INTER-CITY INDEXES OF RETAIL PRICE DIFFERENTIALS
WINNIPEG PRICE LEVELS = 100

DECEMBER, 1976
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Food for Health & | Recreation, | Tobacco
All Home Household Trans- | Personal | Education, &
Items | Consumption| Operation | portation| Care & Reading | Aicohol
St. John’s 113 113 110 119 102 105 117
Halifax 105 102 108 112 95 103 105
Saint John 107 107 105 113 96 105 103
Montreal 104 96 104 116 97 110 99
Ottawa 100 96 101 106 104 102 96
Toronto 102 96 100 1 106 106 97
Winnipeg 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Regina 100 102 103 99 92 103 97
Edmonton 99 101 100 102 98 98 89
Vancouver 107 108 110 109 109 101 96

Source: Statistics Canada /[Department of Finance
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CONSUMER PRICE INDEX: REGIONAL CITIES
PERCENTAGE CHANGE DECEMBER, 1975 TO DECEMBER, 1976

ALL ITEMS FOOD NON-FOOD
St. John's ’ 6.2 4.1 7.0
Halifax 5.2 0.9 6.5
Saint John 5.6 1.9 6.8
Montreal 5.6 1.2 7.1
Ottawa 5.8 (1.9) 8.0
Toronto 5.7 (2.8) 8.3
Winnipeg 6.2 0.1 8.1
Regina 7.9 2.8 9.4
Edmonton 6.6 2.7 7.6
Vancouver 8.6 1.9 10.5

SOURCE: Statistics Canada
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NEW CAPITAL INVESTMENT* IN MANITOBA
(1975 and 1976)

(Millions of Dollars)

1 Percent
1975 1976 Change
Priméry Industries and
" Construction Industry 307.2 359.8 +177%
Manufacturing 87.9 66.4 =247
Utilities 525.4 562.4 + 7%
Trade, Finance and
Commercial Services 149.4 208.6 +407%
Housing 239.4 324.5 +367%
Institutional Services
and Government Departments 211.8 249.5 +18%
TOTAL 1,521.1 1,771.2 +167%

*New capital investment is made up of capital expenditures on new construction
and on new machinery and equipment.

lPreliminary Actual

SOURCE: Statistics Canada
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MILLIONS
OF DOLLARS

PUBLIC AND PRIVATE INVESTMENT: MANITOBA
1958 - 1976
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513] Utilities
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P RS

s

72 73 74 75 76

l:l Public

Institutions
and Percent Change
Government Private Relative to the
Year |Departments | Utilities | Sector Total Previous Year |Construction | Machinery
(MILLIONS OF DOLLARS)

1958 97.7 156.3 296.0 550.0 — 3451 204.9
1959 122.9 182.0 346.6 651.5 18.5 397.8 253.7
1960 140.8 178.2 339.4 658.4 1.1 396.3 262.1
1961 142.6 151.2 290.9 584.7 (11.2) 369.4 215.3
1962 131.5 170.2 294.7 596.4 2.0 361.0 235.4
1963 133.5 208.5 333.4 675.4 13.2 402.9 272.5
1964 148.1 190.9 380.3 719.3 A5 421.0 298.3
1965 145.6 173.7 414.9 734.2 2.1 415.2 319.0
1966 193.5 201.2 465.4 860.1 17.1 485.4 374.7
1967 199.4 267.2 483.5 950.1 10.5 576.9 373.2
1968 212.8 305.4 501.0 [1,019.2 7.3 644.8 374.4
1969 241.7 316.7 582.2 | 1,140.6 1.9 738.7 401.9
1970 250.4 291.6 606.7 |1,148.7 0.7 701.8 446.9
1971 234.7 2731 568.5 |1,076.3 (6.3) 697.5 378.8
1972 231.5 363.4 617.3 |1,212.2 12.6 744.8 467.4
1973 250.2 440.3 778.3 | 1,468.8 21.2 888.7 580.1
1974r]  258.6 551.7 948.7 |1,759.0 19.8 981.7 4423
19751  305.3 623.8 987.3 | 1,929.7 9.7 1,044.6 885.1
1976 I 3211 661.1 1,141.2 | 2,123.4 10.3 1,187.8 935.6
r - revised

1 -
2 -

preliminary actual
revised intentions
Source: Statistics Canada
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TOTAL VALUE OF CONSTRUCTION: MANITOBA
1958 - 1976

MILLIONS OF
DOLLARS
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64 66 68 70 72
YEAR

New Construction % Repair Construction

Percent Change Percent Cliange Percent Change
New Relativeto the | Repair | Relative to the Total Relative to the
Year $'000 Previous Year $'000 Previous Year $'000 Previous Year
1958 | 275,383 - 59,910 — 345,293 -
1959 | 314,674 14.2 83,095 18.8 397,769 15.1
1960 | 307,669 (2.3) 88,929 7.0 396,598 (0.3)
1961 | 283,409 (7.9) 86,253 (3.1) 369,662 (6.8)
1962 | 278,208 (1.9) 82,904 (3.9) 361,112 (2.4)
1963 | 321,154 15.4 81,768 (1.4) 402,922 11.5
1964 | 331,998 33 89,135 9.0 421,133 4.5
1965 | 323,755 (2.5) 91,358 2.4 415,113 (1.5)
1966 | 391,533 20.9 93,701 2.5 485,234 16.8
1967 | 449,510 14.8 108,212 15.4 557,722 14.9
1968 | 549,356 22.2 112,976 4.4 662,332 18.7
1969 | 640,360 16.5 113,243 0.2 753,603 13.7
1970 | 574,766 (10.3) 120,344 6.2 695,110 (7.8)
1971 | 548,281 (4.7) 122,789 | 2.0 671,070 (3.5)
1972 | 621,244 13.3 133,197 8.4 754,441 12.4
1973 | 735,378 18.3 153,509 15.2 888,887 17.8
1974 | 807,643 9.8 174,378 13.5 982,021 10.4
1975 | 858,988 6.3 186,068 6.7 1,045,056 6.4
1976p | 974,096 13.4 195,053 4.8 1,169,149 11.8
p - preliminary

Source: Statistics Canada
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VALUE OF BUILDING PERMITS BY TYPE: MANITOBA

1962 - 1976
MILLIONS 450
OF DOLLARS
425
400 —
375
350
325
300
275
250 —
225
200 4 -
175
150
125
100
75
62 63 64 65 66 67 68 69 70 7 72 713 74 75
YEAR
4 ‘ Institu- ‘ . !
! ] tional Non i ;
i ; & Resident ; : Percent Change
; i Commer- Govern- ial i { Relative to the
Year :Industrial  cial ment Total !Residcntial | Total ! Previous Year
| Thousands of Dollars } I
1962 + 7,776 24,683 24,0+ 56,503 42,882 1 99,385 "
1963 15,025 24,306 23,627 62,958 | 57,183 120,141 20.8
1964 19,218 21,664 25,482 66,324 | 55,064 ©121,388 1.0
1965 8,083 31,073 25651 64,807 57,396 1 122,203 . 0.6
1966 12,951 25,300 36,109 74,360 © 47,953 122,313 0.u
1967 10,117 38,148 25,051 73,316 © 52,831 126,147 3.1
1968 20,481 25,657 60,125 106,263 74,243 180,306 43.0
1969 8,985 40,27 32,715 81,974+ 100,604 182,578 1.1
1970 19,134 26,784 74,157 120,075 79,684 199,759 9.4
1971 10,596 34,311 40,526 85,433, 108.,6-12 194,075 (2.9)
1972 14,306 39,773 47,106 101,185 122,776 233,961 15.3
1973 13,857 52,003 27,755 93,615 130,180 . 233,795 (0.1)
1974 19,104 71,840 39,671 130,615 142,870 ' 273,485 222
1975 15,164 70,395 36,322 121,881 3 169,271 296,152 8.2
1976p | 35,377 101,565 37,971 174,733 l 257,619 432,532 ) 16.1

p - . preliminary
Source: Statistics Canada
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THOUSANDS
OF
UNITS

PUBLIC HOUSING STOCK: MANITOBA
1968-1976
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\:] Non-Winnipeg
MNumber of Units
Total Winni Rural Elderly Persons Housing Family
Year otal innipeg ura Winnipeg Rural Winnipeg Rural
1968 568 568 0 136 0 432 0
1969 669 568 101 136 0 432 101
1970 1,906 1,411 495 610 214 801 281
1971 5,684 4,47 1,213 2,656 583 1,815 630
1972 7,277 5,184 2,093 3,269 1,090 1,915 1,003
1973 8,033 5,622 2,41 3,582 1,210 2,040 1,201
1974 8,628 5,772 2,856 3,679 1,412 2,093 1,444
1975 9,764 6,461 3,303 3,993 1,576 2,468 1,727
1976 11,712 7,979 3,733 4,817 1,791 3,162 1,942

Source: Manitoba Housing And Rernewal Corporation
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RESIDENTIAL DWELLING UNIT STARTS AND COMPLETIONS: MANITOBA

1958 - 1976
{ STARTS | COMPLETIONS
1 r |
o |
! SINGLE ! ROW AND ’
JYEAR (.. DETACHED _ ! TWO FAMILY | APARTMENT TOTAL _ _ | TOTAL __
1958 i 4,815 i 370 [ 1,317 6,502 } 5,743
1959 L 4,61 ! 232 | 1,940 6,583 i 5,823
1960 3,539 E 444 1,149 5,132 | 6,475
| 1961 ! 3,759 i 307 1,612 5,678 ' 5,500
1962 | 3,279 L 519 891 4,689 L 4,831
1963 3,794 | 446 2,148 i 6,388 4,892
% 1964 ; 4,270 : 642 | 1,740 6,652 6,597
| 1965 3,621 : 394 {1,954 5,969 @ 6,193
| 1966 3,200 ! 325 1,727 5,252 ' 5,416
1967 3,374 ’ 583 1,880 5,837 5,537
1968 2,649 511 3,296 6,456 5,878
! 1969 3,315 Po1,123 | 7,406 11,844 7,588
1970 3,068 bo1,824 ' 4,053 8,945 | 9,320
1971 Q 3,719 1,707 5,279 10,705 | 10,003
| 1972 : 4,889 1,287 | 5,892 . 12,068 | 10,071
| 1973 § 5,816 ; 541 5,174 ‘11,531 ; 10,727
© 1974 : 5,405 é 920 2,427 j 8,752 L 12,164
'+ 1975 | 4,334 ' 823 2,688 ! 7,845 | 8,760
| 1976p 4,726 | 1,679 2,934 _-__J. 9,339 8,492

P - preliminary

Source: Statistics Canada
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VALUE OF PRIMARY RESOURCES: MANITOBA
1958 - 1976

MILLIONS

OF DOLLARS
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YEAR

Agriculture @ Minerals [: All Others (Fisheries, Forestry, Furs)

MILLIONS OF DOLLARS

Year |Agriculture | Minerals | Forestry Fishery Furs Total
1958 341 57.1 7.5 6.3 1.8 413.7
1959 338 35.5 7.9 6.3 1.3 409.2
1960 352 58.7 7.4 6.5 1.7 1263
1961 277 101.5 6.3 6.5 1.6 3929
1962 126 159.0 10.4 5.7 1.4 6025
1963 383 169.6 8.7 7.3 1.6 570.2
1964 133 174.3 9.3 7.4 1.7 625.7
1965 469 182.9 9.0 6.4 1.7 669.0
1966 192 179.4 10.2 7.0 2.2 690.8
1967 476 184.7 8.2 7.5 1.3 677.7
1968 462 209.6 9.5 4.7 1.6 687.4
1969 478 246.3 10.2 5.5 2.6 742.6
1970 459 331.9 1.7 8.3 2.0 812.9
1971 547 329.9 14.7 3.0 1.7 896.3
1972 694 323.3 19.9 3.8 2.5 1,043.5
1973 1,290 419.2 23.5 7.4 3.7 1,743.8
1974 1,054 186.2 31.8 8.4 EN 1,583.5
1975p 1,047 529.6 30.6 8.6 2.6 1,618.4
1976p 1,053 - 479.3 32.0 10.2 1.3 1.578.8
p - preliminary

Source: Statistics Canada/Oepartment of Agricutture/Department ot Mines, Resources and
Environmental Management/Oepartment of Renewable Resources and Transportation
Services
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FARM CASH RECEIPTS: MANITOBA
1958 -

1976

MILLIONS

OF DOLLARS
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YEAR

% Crop Sales

Other Payments

70 M 72 73 74 75 76

D Livestock Sales

Percent Change
Crop Livestock Other* Relative to the
Year Sales Sales Sources Total Previous Year
(THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS)
1958 100,752 115,667 14,384 230,803 16.5
1959 112,999 109,284 8,245 230,528 (0.1)
1960 113,551 103,085 16,031 232,667 0.9
1961 114,251 119,932 8,877 243,060 4.5
1962 136,175 108,195 17,159 261,529 7.6
1963 146,994 115,400 7,819 270,213 3.3
1964 170,174 121,566 7,994 299,734 10.9
1965 183,481 149,892 8,790 342,163 14.2
1966 201,188 168,536 7,462 377,186 10.2
1967 189,907 171,846 11,180 372,933 (1.1)
1968 173,115 171,404 19,697 364,816 (2.2)
1969 148,198 175,278 26,933 350,409 (4.0)
1970 148,578 201,142 -9,357 340,363 (2.9)
1971 172,785 204,040 1,590 378,415 1.2
1972 238,799 236,288 12,940 488,027 29.0
1973 323,261 317,461 -22,337 618,385 26.7
1974 505,639 333,811 -15,959 823,491 33.2
1975r 569,552 342,922 22,224 934,698 13.5
1976p 503,375 355,406 29,749 888,530 (4.9)

* May be negative due to Wheat Board repayments and deferred grain payments.
r - revised

p - preliminary
Source: Department of Agriculture/Statistics Canada
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MILLIONS
JF DOLLARS

VALUE OF CRUDE OIL PRODUCTION: MANITOBA

1958 - 1976
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58 59 60 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 68 69 70 71 72 73 74 75 76
YEAR
Percent Change
Value Relative to the
YEAR $ Previous Year
1958 14,264,513 -
1959 11,615,043 (18.6)
1960 10,690,384 (8.0)
1961 10,133,250 (5.2)
1962 9,499,987 (6.3)
1963 9,138,012 (3.3)
1964 10,694,329 16.5
1965 12,269,740 14.7
1966 13,086,922 6.7
1967 13,974,281 6.8
1968 15,561,173 1.4
1969 15,614,716 0.3
1970 14,858,129 (4.9)
1971 15,412,570 3.7
1972 14,588,006 (5.4)
1973 17,147,991 17.5
1974 27,164,000 58.4
1975 31,445,000 15.8
1976p 32,995,000 4.9
p - preliminary

Source: Department of‘Mines, Resources, and Environmental Management
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ELECTRICAL POWER AVAILABLE: MANITOBA

1961 - 1976
YEAR KILOWATT HOURS# AVERAGE NET VALUE
(Millions) (Thousands of Dollars)
1961 4,908 41,137
1962 5,252 44,293
1963 5,778 47, 344
1964 5,844 49,822
1965 6,264 51,931
1966 6,817 55,385
1967 7,207 58,541
1968 7,539 65,250
1969 8,097 73,235
1970 9,279 82,482
1971 10,319 90, 294
1972 11,711 100,151
1973 13,286 110,738
1974r 15,449 137,230
1975r 15,580 164,258
1976p 15,271 199,032

r - revised

P - preliminary
* Reduction in 1976 due to low water levels

Source: Manitoba Hydro
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COMPOSITION OF MANUFACTURING SHIPMENTS - MANITOBA

1962 - 1976

FOOD |MACHINERY AND | CLOTHING PAPER AND

AND  |TRANSPORTATION AND ALLIED

YEAR BEVERAGE [ EQUIPMENT TEXTILES | INDUSTRIES | OTHER TOTAL
1962 312 41 64 41 295 753
1963 313 54 68 45 304 794
1964 344 64 72 51 330 861
1965 352 74 78 50 359 913
1966 385 97 88 54 395 1,019
1967 406 116 88 52 415 1,080
1968 418 109 91 55 446 1,119
1969 453 143 96 61 477 1,230
1970 479 136 101 59 482 1,257
1971 496 140 117 68 525 1,346
I 1972 561 162 131 75 581 1,510
’ 1973 689 207 133 94 691 1,839
1974 810 288 158 134 882 2,282
‘ 1975 838 417 170 164 966 2,554
. 1976p 866 416 179 192 989 2,643

P - preliminary

Source:

Statistics Canada
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MILLIONS

OF DOLLARS

ro-
p -
Source: Statistics Canada

revised
preliminary

VALUE OF RETAIL TRADE BY TYPE: MANITOBA
1958 - 1976

58 59 60 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 68 69 70 71 72 73 74 15 176
YEAR

m]]]]]] Other Stores

Grocery & Other
Food Stores

A\

Department, General,

& Variety Stores

Motor Vehicle Dealers,
Service Stations, & Garages

Motor Vehicle

Dealers,

Service

Stations, Department, | Grocery and All

and General, Other Food Other
Year Garages and Variety Stores Stores Total
MILLIONS OF DOLLARS

1958 175 169 177 280 801
1959 201 181 184 302 870
1960 205 183 202 317 907
1961 202 189 185 191 767
1962 215 194 190 200 801
1963 225 202 198 202 827
1964 237 213 207 215 873
1965 252 223 215 228 918
1966 284 260 230 233 1,006
1967 302 278 238 254 1,073
1968 290 291 255 281 1,118
1969 301 313 273 300 1,188
1970 296 316 293 322 1,227
1971 329 342 307 340 1,318
1972 436 396 342 322 1,496
1973 522 431 383 360 1,699
1974 607 505 442 434 1,989
1975r 658 542 498 495 2,192
1976p 720 590 547 564 2,421
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VALUE OF CHEQUES CASHED: MANITOBA AND CANADA
(MILLIONS OF DOLLARS)

1958 - 1976
MANITOBA CANADA

PERCENT CHANGE PERCENT CHANGE
RELATIVE TO THE RELATIVE TO THE

YEAR $ MILLIONS PREVIOUS YEAR $ MILLIONS PREVIOUS YEAR

1958 15,861 228,168

1959 17,158 8.2 256,238 - 12.3

1960 ' 19,081 11.2 277,809 8.4

1961 21,131 10.7 302,743 9.0

1962 21,191 0.3 335,798 10.9

1963 26,496 25.0 371,826 10.7

1964 27,284 3.0 430, 263 15.7

1965 30,921 13.3 491,028 14.1

1966 33,715 9.0 537,826 9.5

1967 35,372 4.9 585,080 8.8

1968 34,184 (3.4) 636,698 8.8

1969 36,436 6.6 735,405 15.5

1970 39,897 9.5 817,910 11.2

1971 43,166 8.2 919,462 12.4

1972 47,800 10.7 1,065,935 15.9

1973 59,161 23.8 1,369,974 28.5

1974 81,405 37.6 1,698,780 24.0

1975 93,585 15.0 2,138,580 25.9

1976p 105,140 12.3 2,469,599 ' 15.5

P - preliminary

Source: Statistiés Canada
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CREDIT UNIONS & CAISSES POPULAIRES: MANITOBA

1958 - 1976
PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT
CHANGE CHANGE CHANGE
RELATIVE RELATIVE RELATIVE
TO THE TO THE TO THE
LOANS TOTAL PREVIOUS MEMBERS' TOTAL PREVIOUS PREVIOUS
YEAR OUTSTANDING ASSETS YEAR DEPOSITS LIABILITIES YEAR MEMBERSHIP YEAR
($) ($) ($) ($)
1958 22,565,940 27,768,176 25,914,712 27,768,176 74,219
1959 27,079,394 34,914,689 25.7 32,597,549 34,914,689 25.7 83,419 12.4
1960 35,279,510 42,378,657 21.4 n/a 42,378,657 21.4 92,622 11.0
1961 41,681,185 50,508,729 19.2 46,783,982 50,508,729 19.2 101,162 9.2
1962 49,701,601 60,603,037 20.0 56,005,670 60,603,037 20.0 109,749 8.5
1963 60,857,331 73,687,430 21.6 68,111,769 73,687,430 21.6 119,017 8.4
1964 74,956,643 88,969,257 20.7 80,827,046 88,969,257 20.7 132,451 11.3
1965 87,068, 754 104,899,769 17.9 96,706,190 104,899,769 17.9 144,641 9.2
1966 101,399,848 124,417,601 18.6 114,630,503 124,417,601 18.6 157,745 9.1
1967 116,399,848 142,738,607 14.7 131,318,836 142,738,607 14.7 168,195 6.6
1968 128,540,441 157,077,311 10.0 143,851,055 157,077,311 10.0 177,574 5.6
1969 139,703,856 166,321,384 5.9 144,074,603 166,321,384 5.9 183,987 3.6
1970 148,646,201 180, 805,645 8.7 145,828,697 180,805,645 8.7 187,225 1.8
1971 172,991,000 225,405,000 51.6 207,342,000 225, 405,000 51.6 202,124 8.0
1972 224,579,000 299,301,000 32.8 278,295,000 299,301,000 32.8 225,950 11.8
1973 305,610,000 402,232,000 34 .4 368,556,000 402,232,000 34.4 251,463 11.3
1974 389,113,000 491,848,000 22.3 440,361,000 491,848,000 22.3 272,387 8,3
1975 487,417,000 638,346,000 29.9 596,248,000 638,346,000 29.9 295,354 8.4
i 1976e 625,000,000 775,000,000 21.4 740,000,000 775,000,000 21.4 315,000 6.7

L261 ‘22 1udy ‘Aepugy

e - estimate
Source - Department of Cooperative Development
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TOURISM EXPENDITURES: MANITOBA
1958 - 1976
(Millions of Dollars)

PERCENT CHANGE
RELATIVE TO THE

YEAR $ MILLIONS PREVIOUS YEAR
1958 33 -

1959 35 6.1

1960 36 2.9

1961 37 2.8

1962 40 8.1

1963 43 7.5

1964 46 7.0

1965 51 10.9

1966 61 19.6

1967 72 18.0

1968 70 (2.8)

1969 77 10.0

1970 81 ' 5.2

1971 78 (3.7)

1972 88 12.8

1973 97 10.2

1974 102 5.2

1975 108 5.9

1976p ' 112 3.7

P - preliminary
All expenditures by non-residents

Source: Department of Tourism
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REPORT OF THE COMMISSION ON TARGETS FOR ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

SELECTED TARGETS AND ACTUAL OUTCOME: MANITOBA

(1966 Dollars)

T.E.D. Target Actual Actual T.E.D. Target
1975 1975 1976 1980
 Personal Income Per Capita (%) 2,811 3,480 3,661 3,347
Total Personal Income ($ Millions) 3,086 3,546 3,763 4,050
Total Gross Output ($ Millions) 4,115 3,954 4,125 5,400
. Labour Force ('000) 434 440 449 489
Eap Lloyment (' 000) 423 420 428 447
I
1966-70 1970-75
(% Change) (% Change)
Real Personal Income Per Capita
Target 12.3 20.7
Actual 18.4 38.8
Total Real Personal Income
Target 16.1 33.0
Actual 20.9 43.9
Total Real Gross Output
Target 16.1 33.0
Actual 14.5 26.2
Labour Force
Target 6.4 14.2
Actual 6.4 15.8
Employment
Target 6.5 14.2
Actual . 4.3 o lS_»._7

*"Actual" may be higher/lower than "target'" in terms of percentage
change when lower/higher than "target" in terms of levels, since
actual level in base period may differ from target.

Source: T.E.D. Report/Statistics Canada/Department of Finance
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APPENDIX C — PAPER 4

COMPARISON OF SELECTED PROVINCIAL TAX RATES
AFTER 1977 PROVINCIAL BUDGETS(EXCEPT NEWFOUNDLAND)
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10.

11.

APPENDIX B - FINANCIAL STATISTICS

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Budgetary (Current) Expenditures - Fiscal 1977-78.

Main and Supplementary Estimates of Current Expenditure -
Fiscal 1976-77 and 1977-78.

Detailed Supplementary Estimates of Current Expenditure of
The Province of Maniioba for the Fiscal Year Ending March 31, 1978.

Budgetary (Current) Revenues - Fiscal 1977-78.

Revenue Estimates - Fiscal 1976-77 and 1977-78.

1977-78 Capital Authority Requirements.

Summarized Statement of Direct Public Debt as of March 31, 1976.
Statement of Guarantees Outstanding by Class of Borrower.

Manitoba Government Debt Charges as a Per Cent of
Current Expenditure - 1960-61 to 1977-78.

Per Capita Provincial Government Revenues and Expenditures -
1976-77 Fiscal Year,

Comparison of Provinci:sl Government Spending Increases
A. Before Netting Income-Related Tax Credits
B. After Netting Income-Related Tax Credits
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BUDGETARY ( CURRENT) EXPENDITURES
FISCAL 1977-78

Education

29.2%

Health and Social Development

36.9%

Public Debt

Consumer

Highways Ecofomic and

. Services .
and Direct Local Public ’ Resource Development
Government Protection 12.0%
Assistance and Other
Government
0,
9.2% Services

8.5%

(Millions of Dollars)

EdUCALION......veeereerteeeeeteee et $ 340.5
Health and Social Development.......... 430.0
Economic and Resource Development........... 140.0
Consumer Services, Public Protection and

Other Government Services.........c.ccceeuveenn 99.1
Highways and Direct Local Government

Assistance... . 107.6
Public Debt....... 49.4
TOTAL $1,166.6
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1.

2

3

5.

6.

(1) An additional amount of $2,244,000 was voted for DREE.

MAIN AND SUPPLEMENTARY ESTIMATES OF CURRENT EXPENDITURE

FISCAL 1976-77 AND 1977-78

Education

(a) Continuing Education and
Manpower . . . . . . .

(b) Education . « . . . . . .

Health and Social Development .

Economic and Resource Develop-
ment

(a)

(b)
(c)
(d)

Agriculture . . . . . .« . .

Co-operative Development .
Industry and Commerce . . .
Mines, Resources and

Environmental Management .

(e)
(£)
(8)

Development Agencies . .
Northern Affairs
Renewable Resources and

Transportation Services . .

(h) Tourism, Recreation and
Cultural Affairs
General Development Agree-
ment. « + + & & o o o o o .
Canada-Manitoba DREE Agree-
ments . . . . .

1)
)

. Consumer Services, Public

Protection and Other Govern-
ment Services

(a) Legislation . . . . . . .
(b) Executive Council . . . .
(c) Attorney-General .

@)

Consumer, Corporate and
Internal Services . . . . .

(e)
)

Civil Service . . . . . .
Finance (excluding Public
Debt) .
Labour . . . .

(8)
(h)

Public Works . . . . . . .
1)
(&)

Flood Control and Emergency
Expenditures . . . .
General Salary Increase .

Highways and Direct Local
Government Assistance

(a) Highways e e e e e e
(b) Municipal Affairs . . . . .
(c) Urban Affairs . . . . + . .

Public Debt . .

departmental appropriationms.

Fiscal % of Fiscal % of
1976-77 Total 1977-78 Total
. Main $ 126,426,300 $ 140,354,900
. ‘Main 177,578,400 192,593,000
Supplementary 6,971,500 7,498,800
$ 310,976,200 29.0 $ 340,446,700 29.2
Main $ 398,162,800 $ 430,026,800
Supplementary 807,100 -
$ 398,969,900 37.3 $ 430,026,800 36.9
Main V $ 41,272,900 $ 30,046,700
Supplementary 251,800 3,650,000
Main 1,480,400 1,634,400
Main 18,964,500 23,143,300
Main 19,331,100 21,508,500
Supplementary 1,634,600 -
. Main 1,092,600 653,000
Main 16,979,800 14,806,400
Main 16,519,500 17,601,500
Supplementary 1,490,900 -
. Main 23,546,000 25,384,200
Main 250,000 225,000
. Supplementary 400,000(1) 1,392,700
$ 143,214,100 13.4 § 140,045,700 12.0
. Main $ 2,947,100 $ 3,178,600
. Main 3,969,200 4,031,500
Main 23,370,100 27,555,400
Supplementary 207,400 -
Main 2,590,800 3,551,300
Supplementary 673,700 -
. Main 11,724,200 11,175,700
Main 7,865,800(2) 7,920,300
Main 3,241,900 3,774,500
Supplementary 169,400 365,100
Main 26,797,600 26,532,000
Supplementary 730,000 -
Main 3,000,000 1,000,000
. Main - (3) 10,000,000
$ 87,287,200 8.2 $ -99,084,400 8.5
Main $ 90,346,000 $ 93,100,000
Main 11,536,600 13,203,100
Main 1,165,100 1,268,800
Supplementary 200,000 -
$ 103,247,700 9.6 $ 107,571,900 9.2
Main $ 27,125,000 2.5 § 49,425,000 4.2
$1,070,820,100(2) 100.0 $1,166,600,500 100.0

This has been transferred to

(2) The Tax Credit Plans, voted as current expenditures in 1976-77, have been removed to permit
meaningful comparison with 1977-78.

(3) The $10,000,000 included in the 1976-77 Appropriation Act has been allocated to departmental

appropriations.
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DETAILED SUPPLEMENTARY ESTIMATES
OF CURRENT EXPENDITURE
of the
PROVINCE OF MANITOBA
For the Fiscal Year Ending March 31, 1978

Approp- - Details of Year Ending Resolu-
riation ) Appro- March 3lst tion
No. SERVICE priations 1978 No.
AGRICULTURE (III)
1. General Administration . . . e e v e« « 4w« « « . 83,650,000 1
(b) Farm Income Assurance Plan e -« + « . . $3,650,000 ——m
Total for Agriculture . . . ¢« « « 4« v & + + + « o« « « « « « « $3,650,000
EDUCATION (XXI)
3. Financial Support - Public Schools . . . . . . . . . . 87,498,800 2
(a) School Grants and Other Assistance . . $7,498,800 ————
(Recoverable from Canada . . . . . . $2,753,900)
Total for Education . . & v o v o o « v o o o v o v « « « . . §7,498,800
LABOUR (XI)
2. Workplace Safety and Health . ., . . ... . . .. . . $ 365,100 3
(e) Safety and Health _—
(1) Salaries . . . e « « « +« « .« .8 285,500
(2) Other Expendltures e e e e e e e 79,600
Total for Labour . . . . . . . . . . « ¢ « v « « s« « v « « « . $ 365,100
CANADA-MANITOBA D.R.E.E. AGREEMENTS (XXII)
4

1. Canada-Manitoba D:R.E.E. Agreements . . . . . . . . . $1,392,700
(Recoverable from Canada . . . . . . . . $ 805,600) ——— -

Total for Canada-Manitoba D.R.E.E. Agreements . . . . . . . . $1,392,700

TOTAL SUMS TO BE VOTED $12,906, 600
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BUDGET (CURRENT) REVENUES
FISCAL 1977-78

Conditional
Federal Transfers
(Shared Costs)

9.6%

Income Taxes and
Provincial Succession Duty
and Gift Tax

25.2%

Unconditional
Federal Transfers

22.6%

Natyra; Resources 3.59
.. 0

Government Enterprises

5.9%

Other Taxes, Fees etc.
and Municipal and Provincial Transfers

33.2%

{Miltions of Dollars)

Income Taxes and Provincial Succession Duty

and Gift Tax $ 2923
Conditional Federal Transfers (Shared Costs).. 111.0
Unconditional Federal Transfers.........c.ccceeuene 260.7
Other Taxes, Fees etc. arid Municipal and Pro-

vincial Transfers 385.0
Government Enterprises ...........cccceeeeveceecneneene 68.0
Natural Resources 41.0
TOTAL $1,158.0
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REVENUE ESTIMATES - FISCAL

1976-77 AND 1977-78

1. Income Taxes and Provincial Succession Duty
and Gift Tax
(a) Individual Income TaxX - . « + « « + =«
(b) Corporation Income Tax . . . « + .
(c) Manitoba Succession Duty and Gift Tax .

2. Unconditional Federal Transfers
(a) National Equalization .
(b) Income Tax Revenue Guarantee
(c) Residual Programs Transfers . . . . .
(d) Government of Canada Subsidy . . .

3. Conditional Federal Transfers (Shared Costs)

4. Natural Resources

(a) Agriculture . . . . . . . . .

(b) Finance . « « .+ « . . P ..

(c) Mines, Resources and Env1ronmental
Management . . . . . ¢ o ¢ . . s

(d) Northern Affairs . . . . . . . « . . .

(e) Renewable Resources and Transportation
Services . . .+ . ¢ o o 0 . e .

(f) Tourism, Recreation and Cultural
Affairs . « .« v 0 0 0 0w e e e

5. Other Taxes, Fees, Etc. and Municipal and
Provincial Transfers

(a) Legislation . . « « « « & & « o -

(b) Attorney-General . . . . e e e e

(c) Continuing Education and Manpower ..

(d) Consumer, Corporate and Internal
Services . . SN

(e) Co-operative Development e e e e e

(f) Education . [

(g) Finance: Retail Sales Tax C e e e e e

: Other . . . .. e .

(h) Health and Social Development e e e .

(i) Highways . . . . . . « . v o v o o . .

(j) Labour . « « ¢ ¢ 4 4 4 4 e e e e e s

(k) Municipal Affairs . . . . . . . . . .

(1) Public Works

(m) Miscellaneous Receipts for Sundry
Services . . e e e e e e .

(n) Municipal and Prov1nc1al Transfers .

6. Government Enterprises
(Liquor Control Commission) . . . . .

Fiscal 7 of Fiscal % of

1976-77 Total 1977-78 Total
$ 172,186,700 § 190,971,000
79,046,400 96,333,000
7,500,000 5,000,000

$ 258,733,100 24.5 $ 292,304,000 25.2
$ 157,600,000 $ 187,900,000
51,000,000 17,000,000
18,918,000 53,670,200
2,156,000 2,156,000

$ 229,674,000 21.7 $ 260,726,200 22.6

$ 102,528,800 9.7 $ 111,047,500 9.6
$ 301,300 $ 447,500

19,040,000(1) 27,940,000(1)

6,216,100 6,356,000
81,400 100,000
3,530,200 3,731,000
2,214,100 2,410,300

$ 31,383,100 3.0 § 40,984,800 3.5
$ 448,000 ] 508,500
9,352,300 11,954,300
1,422,000 1,117,100
1,094,400 1,296,000
7,000 5,900
100,200 139,400
189,500,000 198,000, 000
112,848,000 128,230,000
482,000 653,000
26,621,000 24,805,000
491,800 577,400
26,900 100,000
1,564,800 2,151,000
21,638,200 12,101,600
3,070, 500 3,305,800

$ 368,667,100 34.8 $ 384,945,000 33.2

$ 67,000,000 6.3 § 68,000,000 5.9

100.0 $1,158,007,500 100.0

$1,057,986,100

(1) Includes Mining Royalty Tax, Mining Claim Lease Tax, Mineral Tax, Mineral Acreage Tax,
Mineral Tax (Incremental) and Metallic Minerals Tax.
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1977-78 CAPITAL AUTHORITY RFQUIREMENTS

($'000)
Schedule "A"

SELF-SUSTAINING PROGRAMS 1976-77 1977-78
The Manitoba Hydro-Electric Board $200,700.0 $278,800.0
Manitoba Telephone System 49,500.0 42,500.0
The Manitoba Water Services Board . 3,000.0 3,817.0
The Manitoba School Capital Financing Author1ty 18,000.0 19,000.0
Manitoba Mineral Resources Ltd. . 638.0 -

The Manitoba Housing and Renewal Corporat1on . 15,000.0 64,100.0
Leaf Rapids Development Corporation Ltd. - 8,525.0
Manitoba Forestry Resources Ltd. 3,800.0 4,500.0
Manitoba Development Corporation . 19,600.0 -
$310,238.0 $421,242.0
Schedule "B"

DIRECT GOVERNMENT PROGRAMS 1976-77 1977-78

Educational Purposes . . .
(a) Community Colleges . $ 1,578.7 $ 1,189.0
(b) Universities . . 4,036.3 4,000.0
Grants re Municipal Sewer and Water Systems 1,800.0 2,000.0
Water Control Works . 1,260.0 1,260.0
General Development Agreement 9,224.0 10,000.0
General Purposes . . 69,256.2 82,471.4
(a) Red River Communlty College - Remedlal
Structure Repairs . S - $ 4,259.0
(b) Universities Centennlal ProJects . - 3,500.0
(c) Education . e e 158.0 8,615.0
(d) Health and Social Development e e e e e 4,378.0 3,506.0
(e) Highways . 6,050.0 20,573.8
(f) Mines, Resources and Env1ronmental
Management . . . . . . . 6,564.0 6,364.3
(g) Northern Affairs . . . 1,850.0 3,431.6
(h) Public Works . .. 27,466.3 21,563.0
(i) All Other Departments . 22,789.9 10,658.7
$ 87,155.2 $100,920.4
$522,162.4

$397,393.2

B aa—————
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SUMMARIZED STATEMENT OF DIRECT PUBLIC DEBT

AS OF MARCH 31, 1976

(in thousands of dollars)

Funded Debt:

Bonds and Debentures:

Payable in Canadian Dollars $ 673,650
Payable in United States Dollars 250,000
Payable in European Units of Account (E.U.A. 50,400,000) 59,920
Payable in Swiss Francs (Sfr. 180,000,000) 61,334
1,044,904

Treasury Bills and Other Notes:
Payable in Canadian Dollars 88,078

Total Funded Debt 1,132,982

Unfunded Debt:

Accrued Interest and Other Charges 23,127
Accounts Payable 3,554
Funds held in Trust and for Special Purposes 113,600
Total Unfunded Debt 140,281
Total Direct Public Debt $1,273,263

The Province considered the assets set forth below to be proper
deductions in arriving at its YNet Direct Public Debt as of
March 31, 1976.

Less:

Sinking Fund - Cash and Investments $ 115,914
Special Reserve for Retirement of Debt 20,845
Cash held for Debt Retirement 5,697
Other Cash on Kand and in Banks - Net 58,369
Temporary and Other Investments 36, 340
Debentures of and Advances to Manitoba Forestrv Resources Ltd. 49,075

Advances to Manitoba Fvdro $351,188

Less: Premium on U.S. Funds 10,086
Sinking Funds included above 18,826 322,276

Advances to Manitoba Telephone System 105,654
Less: Sinking Funds included above 8,386 97,268
Advances to Manitoba Agricultural Credit Corp. ' 68,576

Advances to Manitoba Housing & Renewal Corp. 35,163
Less: Sinking Funds included above 851 34,312
Advances to Municipalities and Schools : 15,145
Debentures of and Advances to Leaf Rapids Corp. 7,184
Other Advances - let 18,559
Total Deductions 849,560

Net Direct Public Debt S 423,703
NOTE: The financial statement of MManitoba Development Corporation
shows a deficit on operations of $27,637,854 at March 31,

1976, after assumption by the Province of all loans relat-
ing to The Pas Complex.

Source: Department of Finance
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STATEMENT OF GUARANTEES OUTSTANDING

BY CLASS OF BORROWER

Guaranteed as to Principal

and Interest:

Manitoha Hydre

Manitoba Telephone System

Manitoba Water Services Board

Manitoba Development Corporation

Manitoba School Capital
Finaneing Authority

Manitoba Agrieultural Credit
Corporation

University of Manitoba

Hospitals and Others

Guaranteed as to Interest only:
Sehool Districts
Municipalities

NOTE:

(a) For General Purpose.nebt

(b) For Self-Sustaining Direct and Guaranteed Debt

Source: Department of Finance

December 31,
1975

$1,243,999, 326
219,158,000
5,977,000
50,400,000
132,369,000
8,850,000
26,181,431
7,540,246

$1,694,475,003

e e

$§ 1,146,434
553,832
$ 1,700,266

§1,696,175,269
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March 31,

1976

§1,348,393,796
219,158,000
5,977,000

135,369,000

8,850,000
26,181,231
7,412,161

§1,751,341,188

$§ 1,146,434
553,832

$ 1,700,266

$1,753,041,454

December 31,
1976

§1,600,398,094
239,158,000
5,977,000
152,705,000
8,850,000
26,057,450
7,118,355

82,040,263,899

§ 1,146,434
553,832

§ 1,700,266

$2,041,964,165

Sinking Funds and other Debt Retirement Funds at December 31, 1976, Total:

§112,247,916

140,147,826

§252,395,742
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1960-61
1961-62
1962-63
1963-64
1964-65
1965-66
1966-67
1967-68
1968-69

1969-70

1970-71
1971-72
1972-73
1973-74
1974-75
1975-76
1976-77
1977-78

SOURCE:

MANITOBA GOVERNMENT DEBT CHARGES AS A PER CENT OF
CURRENT EXPENDITURES:

1960-61 TO 1977-78

Current

Expenditures
($ millions)

93.7
104.2
120.0
130.5
150.9
195.4
291.6
345.6
355.9

394.3
460.9
532.8
567.6
657.0
815.2
994.9
1,070.8
1,166.6

Public Debt
Charges

($ millions)

5.0
7.8
8.8
10.0
11.4
17.9
14.6
16.6
18.4

9.3
8.7
16.8
4.2
13.7
27.5
34.8
27.1
49.4

1960-61 through 1975-76 - Public Accounts
1976-77 and 1977-78 - Estimates

Tax Credits have been deleted in all cases for comparability.
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Debt Charges
as

%Z of Current

_Expenditures

5.34
7.49
7.33
7.66
7.55
9.16
5.01
4.80
5.17

2.36
1.89
3.15

.74
2.09
3.37
3.50
2.53
4.23
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PER CAPITA PROVINCIAL GOVERNMENT REVENUES AND EXPENDITURES
1976/77 FISCAL YEAR

Per Capita Revenues
"Own Transfer
Source" Payment Per Capita
Province Revenues* Revenues Revenues Expenditures**

$ $ $ $
Newfoundland 878(7) 835 1,711(5) 1,843(3)
Prince Edward Island 753(9) 1,073 1,826(2) 1,928(2)
Nova Scotia 738(10) 691 1,428(9) 1,463(10) -
New Brumswick 783(8) 727 1,510(7) 1,608(7)
Quebec 1,423(2) 378 1,801(3) 1,802(4)
Ontario 1,087(5) 297 1,384(10) 1,540(9)
Manitoba 957(6) 499 1,455(8) 1,548(8)
Saskatchewan 1,315(4) 425 1,741(4) 1,611(6)
Alberta 2,037(1) 318 2,355(1) 1,946(1)
British Columbia 1,331(3) 289 1,620(6) 1,613(5)
10-Province Average 1,255 - 378 1,633 1,663

Source: Statistics Camada.

Population data — June 1, 1976 (Intercemsal estimates — not census date);
Revenue and expenditure data — from Statistics Camada publication 68-205 —-
Provincial Government Finance: Revenue and Expenditure (Estimates) — This
publication is the standard reference for comparable provincial finmance data.

*"Own Source" Revenues include all taxation revenues plus natural resource revenues,
etc.
%% Includes "general purpose" capital expenditures and tax credits.
Ranking: (1) = "highest”
(10) = "lowest"
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COMPARISON OF PROVINCIAL GOVERNMENT SPENDING INCREASES
(BEFORE NETTING INCOME-RELATED TAX CREDITS)

Newfoundland

Prince Edward Island
Nova Scotia

New Brunswick

Quebec

Ontario

Manitoba
Saskatchewan

Alberta

British Columbia

10-Province Total

1969/70 to 1976/77

""Gross General Expenditures"

Source: Statistics Canada publications 68-205 and 68-207.

($ millions)

1969/70 1976/77
327.0 1,026.3
68.2 231.3
445.3 1,217.4
372.1 1,106.5
3,342.0  11,249.6
4,265.9  12,832.2
515.9 1,591.7
499.0 1,506.2
1,030.7 3,552.9
1,179.2 4,018.2

12,045.4 38,332.3

Percentage
Increase
1969/70 to 1976/77

+2147%
+239%
+1737%
+1977%
+2377%
+2017%
+2097%
+2027%
+245%
+2417%

+2187%

The Statistics Canada series are used for comparability. The

figures include general purposes capital, etc.
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COMPARISON OF PROVINCIAL GOVERNMENT SPENDING INCREASES
(AFTER NETTING INCOME-RELATED TAX CREDITS)

1969/70 to 1976/77 o

"Gross General Expenditures" Percentage
($ millions) Increase
1969/70 1976/77 1969/70 to 1976/77

Newfoundland o 1327.0  1,026.3 , +214%
Prince Edward Island 68.2 231.3 . . . +239%
Nova Scotia — 445.3  1,217.4 - 4173%
New Brunswick 372.1 1,106.5 +1977%
Quebec i 3,342.0  11,249.6  +237%
Ontario 4,265.9 12,412.2 +191%
Manitoba 515.9 1,486.0 +188%
Saskatchewan 499.0 1,506.2 +202%
Alberta : 1,030.7 3,536.9 +243%
British Columbia . . _ 1,179.2 - 4,003.2 +240%
10-Province Total 12,045.4° 37,7756 - +214x

Source: St

atistics Canada publications 68-205 and 68-207.

The Statistics Canada series are used for comparability. The
figures include general purposes capital, etc.
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APPENDIX C

TAXATION AND TAX CREDIT INFORMATION
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Paper No.
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APPENDIX C - PAPER 1

COMPARISON OF PROVINCIAL INCOME TAX PAYABLE
1976 VS 1977
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OOMPARISOR OF PROVINCIAL INCOME TAX PAYABLE 1976 VS 1977*
(MARRIED - TWO DEPENDANTS UNDER 16)

1976— ———————"—-1977 Before Transfer———————————_—___
Cost Cost
Provincial of Total Provincial of Total Es;abli:::d
Income Taxes Property Living Total Provincial Income Taxes Property Living Total Provincial Change Firogri
Incame Before Tax Tax Tax Income leforel Tax Tax 4 Tax Income 1977 From nan;: ng
Level Creditsl Creditz (.‘1'ed:l.|:3 Credits Taxes Credits Credit Credit = Credits Taxes 1976 Tran; er
$ $ $ S $ S S $ S S $ $
4,000 (1] 350 141 491 (491) (1] 375 154 529 (529) (1R) 0
5,000 A 350 141 491 (490) (1] 375 154 529 (529) (39) Y
%%
7,500 167 325 116 441 (274) (1] 355 133 488 (488) (215) Y
10,000 384 300 91 391 @) kAl 330 108 438 (117) (110) 73
12,000 567 280 71 351 216 496 310 88 398 98 (118) 112
15,000 867 250 41 291 576 782 280 58 338 444 (132) 172
20,000 1,438 200 200 1,238 1,322 230 8 238 1,084 (154) 291
25,000 2,127 200 (1] 200 1,927 1,950 225 (1] 225 1,725 (202) 429
50,000 6,870 200 (1] 200 6,670 6,745 225 (1] 225 6,519 (151) 1,267

Figures in Pirentheses demote tax savings or increased refunds., Totals may not add due to roumding.
'Asm-es all income is from wages and salaries.

PO
The transfer at this income level is foregone as a result of the low income reduction.

llm- ludes provincial tax reductions and surtax where applicable.

2 .
Assumes sufficient property taxes or remtal equivalents to qualify for these benefit levels.

3llsd on the 1976 basic exemption of $2,090,
4

Rased on the 1977 basic exemption of $2,270, the married exemption of $1,990, and the dependant under 16 exemption of $430

the married exemption of $1,830, and the dependant under 16 exanptionAof $390
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TABLE II

COMPARISON OF PROVINCIAL INCOME TAX PAYABLE 1976 VS 1977

(MARRIED - NO DEPENDANTS)

1976 ~~TTTTTTTTToSTToSS oSS TTETTTEE T 1977 Before Transfer™="~"""""""—"""-
Cost Cost

Provincial of Total Provincial of Pr’f)s;:iial Change Es;ablished

Income Taxes Property Living Total Provincial Income Taxes Property Living Total 1 1977 Fgo Fir°gr:m9

Income Before Tax Tax Tax Income Befor:e1 Tax Tax Tax T:cc:me 1972 m T “ang ng
Level Creditsl Credit” Credit” Credits  Taxes Credits Credit® Credit Credits xes ranster

$ $ s $ $ s $ s $ s

3,000 350 118 468 (468) 375 128 503 (50?) 39 0
4,000 350 118 468 (468) 375 128 50 (503) (35) 0

5,000 30 342 109 451 (421) 370 123 493 (493) (72) O%*
7,500 233 317 84 401 (168) 186 346 99 445 (258) (88) 41
10,000 454 292 59 351 103 398 321 74 395 3 (100) 87
12,000 643 272 39 311 332 575 301 54 355 220 (112) 127
15,000 951 242 9 251 700 869 271 24 295 574 (126) 191
20,000 1,541 200 0 200 1,341 1,424 225 0 225 1,199 (142) 310
25,000 2,268 200 0 200 2,068 2,087 225 0 225 1,860 (208) 453
50,000 7,024 200 0 200 6,824 6,926 225 0 225 6,701 (123) 1,294

Figures in parentheses denote tax savings or increased refunds.

*Assumes all income is from wages and salaries.

Totals may not add due to rounding.

**The transfer at this income level is foregone as a result of the low income reduction.

lIncludes provincial tax reductions and surtax where applicable

2Assumes sufficient property taxes or rental equivalents to qualify for these benefit levels.

3Based on the 1976 basic exemption of $2,090 and the married exemption of $1,830.

4

Based on the 1977 basic exemption of $2,270 and the married exemption of $1,990.
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TABLE III

COMPARISON OF PROVINCIAL INCOME TAX PAYABLE 1976 VS 1977%
(SINGLE TAXFILER)

1976=————=mmmm— e mmmmmme————ee 1977 Before Transfer-------—-=——=-——
Cost Cost
Provincial of Total Provincial of Total Established
Income Taxes Property Living Total Provincial Income Taxes Property Living Total Provincial Change Programs
Income Before Tax Tax Tax Income Before Tax Tax Tax Income 1977 From Financing
Level Credits Credit Credit Credits Taxes Credits Credit Credit  Credits Ta<es 1976 Transfer
$ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ £ 3 S S
2,000 0 350 63 413 (413) 0 375 68 443 (443) ( 30) 0
3,000 22 343 56 399 (377) 0 370 63 432 (432) ( 55) Ok*
4,000 97 333 46 379 (282) 0 360 53 413 (413) (131) O**
5,000 176 323 . 36 :359 (183) 154 350 43 394 (239) ( 56) 3
7,500 394 298 11 309 85 356 326 19 345 (11 ( 74) 78
10,000 627 273 0 273 354 574 301 0 301 273 ( 81) 127
12,000 826 253 0 253 573 768 281 0 281 486 ( 87) 169
15,000 1,153 223 0 223 930 1,080 251 0 251 829 (101) 236
20,000 1,782 200 0 200 1,582 1,676 225 0 225 1,451 (131) 365
25,000 2,594 200 0 200 2,394 2,451 225 0 225 2,226 (168) 516
50,000 7,389 200 0 200 7,189 7,337 225 0 225 7,112 (87 1,365

Figures in parentheses denote tax savings or increased refunds. Totals may not add due to rounding.
*Assumes all income 1is from wages and salaries.

**The transfer at this income level is foregone as a result of the low income reduction

1Includes provincial tax reductions and surtax where applicable.

2Assumes sufficient property taxes or rental equivalents to qualify for these benefit levels,
3Based on the 1976 basic exemption of $2,090.

“Based on the 1977 basic exemption of $2,270.
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APPENDIX C - PAPER 2

COMPARISON OF TOTAL PROVINCIAL AND
FEDERAL INCOME TAXES PAYABLE
1976 VS 1977
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TABLE I

Gross
Income

$

2,000
3,000
4,000
5,000
7,500
10,000
12,000
15,000
20,000
25,000
50,000
75,000
100,000

TOTAL PROVINCIAL AND FEDFRAL INCOME TAXES

1976 VS 1977*

(MARRIED TAXFILER - TWO DEPENDANTS UNDER AGE 16)

WITHOUT MANITOBA TAX CREDITS

Total Total
Total Income Taxes Income Tax
Income Taxes (After Transfer) Savings
1976 1977 1977 Over 1976
$ $ $
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
1 0 1
360 0 360
1,088 800 288
1,702 1,392 310
2,710 2,357 353
4,552 4,164 388
6,733 6,187 546
21,252 20,166 1,086
38,178 35,924 2,254
56,556 52,855 3,701

*Assumes all income is from wages and salaries.

WITH MANITOBA TAX CREDITS

Total Total
Total Income Taxes/ Income Tax/
Income Taxes/ Tax Credits Tax Credit
Tax Credits (After Transfer) Savings
1976 1977 1977 Over 1976
$ $ $
(491) (529) 38
(491) (529) 38
(491) (529) 38
(490) (529) 39
(80) (488) 408
698 362 336
1,352 994 358
2,420 2,019 401
4,352 3,926 426
6,533 5,962 571
21,052 19,941 1,111
37,978 36,699 1,279
56,356 52,630 3,726
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TABLE II

TOTAL PROVINCIAL AND FEDERAL INCOME TAXES
1976 VS 1977%

(MARRIED TAXFILER - DEPENDENT SPOUSE)

WITHOUT MANITOBA TAX CREDITS

WITH MANITOBA TAX CREDITS

Total Total
Total Total Total Income Taxes/ Income Tax/
Total Income Taxes I-come Tax Income Taxes/ Tax Credits Tax Credit
Gross Income Taxes (After Transfer) Savings Tax Credits (After Transfer) Savings
Income 1976 1977 1977 Over 1976 1976 1977 1977 Over 1976
$ $ $ $ $ $ $
4,000 0 0 0 (468) (503) 35
5,000 30 0 30 (421) (493) 72
7,500 581 441 140 180 (11) 191
10,000 1,322 1,155 167 971 760 211
12,000 1,957 1,756 201 1,646 1,401 245
15,000 2,988 2,753 235 2,737 2,458 279
20,000 4,878 4,551 327 4,678 4,326 352
25,000 7,124 6,643 481 6,924 6,418 506
50,000 21,742 20,683 1,059 21,542 20,458 1,084
75,000 38,718 36,485 2,233 38,518 36,260 2,258
100,000 57,147 . 53,473 3,674 56,947 53,248 3,699

*Assumes all income is from wages and salaries.

Parentheses ( ) indicate tax savings or increased refunds.
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TABLE III

TOTAL PROVINCIAL AND FEDERAL INCOME TAXES
1976 Vs 1977*

(SINGLE TAXFILER)

WITHOUT MANITOBA TAX CREDITS WITH MANITOBA TAX CREDITS
Total Total
Total Total Total Income Taxes/ Income Tax/
Total Income Taxes Income Tax Income Taxes/ Tax Credits Tax Credit
Gross Income Taxes (After Transfer) Savings Tax Credits (After Transfer) - Savings
Income 1976 1977 1977 Over 1976 1976 1977 1977 Over 1976
$ $ $ $ $ $ $

2,000 0 0 0 (413) (443) 30
3,000 22 0 22 (376) (432) 56
4,000 95 0 95 (284) (413) 129
5,000 390 325 65 31 (68) 99
7,500 1,121 1,003 118 812 658 154
10,000 1,901 1,753 148 1,628 1,452 176
12,000 2,571 2,408 163 2,318 2,127 191
15,000 3,647 3,456 191 3,424 3,207 217
20,000 5,641 5,359 282 5,441 5,134 307
25,000 8,040 7,651 389 7,840 7,426 414
50,000 22,891 21,881 1,010 22,691 21,656 1,035
75,000 39,925 37,783 2,142 39,725 37,558 2,167
100,000 58,531 54,904 3,627 58,331 54,679 3,652

*Agsumes all income is from wages and salaries.
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APPENDIX C - PAPER 3

COMPARISON OF ANNUAL PERSONAL INCOME TAXES/CREDITS
AND HEALTH INSURANCE PREMIUM TAXES (SELECTED PROVINCES)
BEFORE AND AFTER THE ESTABLISHED PROGRAMS FINANCING
TRANSFER
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SUMMARY COMPARISON OF ANNUAL PERSONAL INCOME TAXES
AFTER HEALTH INSURANCE PREMIUMS AND TAX CREDITS
BEFORE AND AFTER THE ESTABLISHED PROGRAMS FINANCING
TRANSFER
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TABLE A
SUMMARY COMPARISON OF ANNUAL PERSONAL INCOME TAXES
AFTER HEALTH INSURANCE PREMIUMS AND TAX CREDITS
BEFORE AND AFTER THE ESTABLISHED PROGRAMS FINANCING TRANSFER
MARRIED TAXFILER - TWO DEPENDANTS

BEFORE TRANSFER AFTER TRANSFER
HANTTOBA ONTARTO SASKATCHEWAN ALBERTA BRITISH COLUMBIA MANTTOBA oNTARIO SASKATCHEWAN ALBERTA BRITISR_COLUMBIA
Advantage Advantage Advantage Advantage Advantage Advantage Adyantage Advantage
Gross Total Total in Total in Total in _ Total io . Total Total in Total in Total in Total in
Income Taxes Taxes Manitoba_ Taxes Manitoba Taxes Manitoba Taxes Manitoba Taxes Taxes Manitoba Taxes Manitoba_ Taxes Manitoba Taxes Manitoba
$ § $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $

3,000 - (529) (79) 450 4] 529 (200) 329 ( 78) 451 (529) (79) 450 0 529 (200) 329 ( 78) 451
4,000 (529) 79 450 0 529 (200) 329 (78) 451 (529) €79 450 0 529 (200) 329 (78) 451
5, 000 (529) (79 450 0 529 (112) 417 ( 78) 451 (529) 79 450 o 529 (112) 417 (78) 451
6,000 (517) 79 438 0 517 ( 26) 491 ( 78) 439 (517) (79 438 ] 517 C 26) 491 ( 78) 439
7, 000 497) 113 610 0 497 ¢ 21) 476 141 638 (497) 113 610 0 497 (21) 475 141 638
8,000 (478) 279 757 46 524 32 510 272 750 (478) 316 794 83 561 69 547 310 788
9,000 (221) 358 579 130 351 131 352 345 566 (166) 413 579 185 351 186 352 400 566
10,000 (116) 441 557 219 335 197 313 421 537 ‘ ( 43) 514 557 292 335 270 313 495 538
11, 000 ( 10) 524 534 310 320 256 266 499 509 83 617 534 403 320 349 266 592 509
12,000 98 609 511 403 305 315 217 577 479 210 721 511 515 305 427 217 689 479
15,000 444 881 437 704 260 503 59 832 388 616 1,053 437 876 260 675 59 1,004 388
20,000 1,084 1,361 277 1,274 190 862 (222) 1,259 175 1,375 1,652 2n 1,565 190 1,153 {222) 1,550 175
25,000 1,725 1,824 99 1,985 260 1,275 (450) 1,750 25 2,154 2,253 99 2,414 260 1,704 (450) 2,179 25
50,000 6,520 4,685 (1,835) 6,556 36 3,724 (2,796) 4,779 1,741) 7,787 5,952 (1,835) 7,823 36 4,991 2,796y 6,046 1,741y

See following tables for details.

Totals may not add due to rounding.
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TABLE B

MARRIED TAXFILER - NO DEPENDANTS

SUMMARY COMPARISON OF ANNUAL PERSONAL INCOMF TAXES
AFTER HEALTH INSURANCE PREMIUMS AND TAX CREDITS
REFORE AND AFTER THE ESTABLISHED PROGRAMS FINANCING TRANSFER

BEFORE TRANSFER - AFTER TRANSFER
ONTARIO SASKATCHEWAN _ ALBERTA BRITISH COLUMBIA MANITOBA ONTARIO - - _
Advantage Advantage Advantage Advantage Advantage Advantage Advantage Advantage
Gross Total Total in Total in Total in Total in Total Total in Total in Total in Total in
Income Taxes Taxes Manitoba Taxes Manitoba Taxes Manitoba Taxes Manitoba Taxes Taxes Manitoba Taxes Manitoba Taxes Manitoba Taxes Manitoba
$ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ § $ §
3,000 (503) (71) 432 ) 503 (200) 303 ( 82) 421 (503) (71) 432 0 503 (200) 303 ( 82) 421
4,000 (503) 71) 432 0 503 (200) 303 (82) 421 (503) (71) 432 0 503 (200) 303 ( 82) 421
5,000 (493) (71) 422 0 493 (108) 385 (5 488 (493) (71) 422 0 493 (108) 385 s 488
6,000 (474) (71) 403 o 474 36 510 95 569 (474) (71) 403 Y 474 ( 22) 452 95 569
7,000 (303) 281 584 159 462 40 343 222 525 (271) 314 585 192 463 63 334 255 526
8,000 (208) 357 565 240 448 109 317 292 500 (157) 409 566 291 448 161 18 343 500
9,000 (104) 438 542 328 432 185 289 367 471 ( 36) 508 544 397 433 254 290 436 472
10,000 3 523 520 420 417 244 241 445 462 91 611 520 508 417 332 241 533 442
11,000 111 608 497 512 401 303 192 524 413 218 715 497 619 401 410 192 631 413
12,000 220 694 474 607 387 364 144 604 384 347 821 474 734 387 491 144 731 384
15,000 574 971 397 916 342 561 (13) 908 334 765 1,162 397 1,107 342 752 (13) 1,099 334
20,000 1,199 1,436 237 1,501 302 930 (269) 1,294 95 1,508 1,746 238 1,811 303 1,240 (268) 1,604 96
25,000 1,861 1,915 54 2,129 268 1,356 (505) 1,738 (123) 2,314 2,368 54 2,582 268 1,809 (505) 2,191 @23
50,000 6,701 4,79 Q,907) 6,728 27 3,816 (2,885) 4,849 (1,852) 7,995 6,088 Q,907) 8,022 27 5,110 (2,885) 6,143 Q,852)

See following tables for details.
Totals may not add due to rounding.
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TABLE C SUMMARY COMPARISON OF ANNUAL PERSONAL INCOME TAXES

AFTER HEALTH INSURANCE PREMIUMS AND TAX CREDITS
BEFORE AND AFTER THE ESTABLISHED PROGRAMS FINANCING TRANSFER

SINGLE TAXFILER

_BRITISH COLUMBIA_

BEFORE TRANSFER AFTER TRANSFER
HANTTORA ONTARTO __SASKATCHERAN ALBERTA _BRITISH COLUMBIA_ haNITOR ONTARIO SASRATCHEAR ALBERTA
Advantage Advantage Advantage Advantage Advantage Advantage Advantage

Gross Total Total in Total in Total Total in Total Total in Total in Total in Total
Income Taxes Taxes Manitoba Taxes Manitoba Taxes Manitoba Taxes _Manitoba Taxes Taxes Manitoba Taxes Manitoba Taxes Manitoba Taxes

$ $ $ § $ $ $ $ . $ $ . $ $ H $ $ $ $ $
3,000 (432) (111) 321 1] 432 (196) 236 ( 50) 382 (432) (111) 321 o 432 (196) 236 { 50)
4,000 (413) (111) 302 o 413 aon 306 ()] 408 (413) (111) 302 0 413 (107) 306 ( 5)
5,000 (239) 185 424 163 402 ( 81) 158 136 375 (205) 219 424 197 402 (@) 158 170
6,000 (141) 262 403 246 387 30 471 207 348 ( 90) 313 403 297 387 81 1 251
7,000 ( 41) 361 382 331 372 .102 143 280 321 28 410 382 400 72 171 143 349
8,000 63 423 360 420 357 159 96 355 292 151 511 360 508 357 247 9% 443
9,000 169 507 338 511 342 220 51 433 264 276 614 338 618 342 327 51 540
10,000 273 592 319 605 332 278 5 513 240 400 79 319 732 332 405 5 640
11,000 380 684 304 707 327 3a3 Gan 598 218 . 528 832 304 855 327 491 ¢ 3 746
12,000 486 776 290 809 323 408 (78) 684 198, 655 945 290 978 323 577 (78) 853
15,000 829 1,062 233 1,139 310 617 (212) 935 106 1,065 1,298 233 1,375 310 853 (212) 1,171
20,000 1,452 1,480 28 1,780 328 1,012 (440) 1,402 (50) 1,817 1,845 28 2,145 328 1,377 (440) 1,767
25,000 2,226 2,012 (214) 2,596 370 1,458 (768) 1,941 (285) 2,742 2,528 (214) 3,112 370 1,974 (768) 2,457
50,000 7,112 4,918 (3,194 7,838 726 3,937 (3,175) 5,018 (2,094) 8,477 6,283 (2,194) 9,203 726 5,302 (3,175) 6,383

See following tables for details.

Totals may not add due to rounding.

Advantage |.
1

n
Manitoba

$
382
408
375
347
321
292
264
240
218
198
106
)
(285)
(2,094)
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DETAILED COMPARISON OF ANNUAL PERSONAL INCOME TAXES
AND HEALTH INSURANCE PREMIUMS AND TAX CREDITS
BEFORE AND AFTER THE ESTABLISHED PROGRAMS FINANCING
TRANSFER
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TABLE I

COMPARISON OF ANNUAL PERSONAL INCOME TAXES AND HEALTH INSURANCE PREMIUM TAXES

- MANITOBA, ONTARIO, SASKATCHEWAN, ALBERTA, BRITISH COLUMBIA —

(COMPARISON BASED ON TAX RATES IN EFFECT AFTER 1977 BUDGETS)
- BEFORE ESTABLISHED PROGRAMS FINANCING TRANSFER -

MARRIED TAXFILER - TWO DEPENDANTS (Dollars)
MANITOBA ONTARIO SASKATCHEWAN ALBERTA BRITISH COLUMBIA
Tncome Total Income Total Income Total Income Total

Grosa l:fl::: Health Tax (n:;::: setare Health Tax (Botee Taxes Taxes o Taxes Taxes peaten -r. Taxes Eatabiisnes
Income Iransfers) Premtums  credics' framsfers) | Tiamsfers) Premiume  Credits! Tremsters) | Tomciecs) poeihy  crivicel Iasters) | Tosusters) peleh el TR | remeters) fremims  Credes' tesasfers)| faesmetss
3,000 0 - 529 (529) 0 192 271 79) ] - - Q 0 0 200 (200) o 22 100 (78) 0
4,000 o - 529 (529) o 192 271 79 [ - - 0 0 o 200 (200) 0 22 100 (78) 0
5,000 [ - 529 (529) 0 192 271 79) 0 - - 0 0 88 200 112) o 22 100 8 0
6,000 0 - 517 (517) 0 192 2 ) ) - N 0 0 169 195 (26) 0 22 100 (78) 4
7,000 o - 497 (497) 0 384 271 113 [ - - 0 [ 169 190 (21) o 225 84 141 20
8,000 o - 478 (478) s 384 220 279 6 - - 6 8 169 185 32 122 225 75 272 37
9.000 237 - 458 (221) 174 384 201 358 130 - - 130 131 169 180 120 185 225 65 345 55
10,000 322 - 438 (116) 237 384 181 441 219 - - 219 198 169 170 197 251 225 55 421 3
11,000 408 - w8 (10) 301 - 384 161 524 310 - - 310 252 169 165 256 319 225 45 499 9
12,000 496 - 398 98 365 384 141 609 403 - - 403 306 169 160 315 387 225 15 577 112
15,000 782 - 338 44 577 384 81 881 704 - - 704 485 169 150 503 612 225 5 832 172
20,000 1,322 - 238 1,084 977 384 0 1,361 1,274 - - 1,274 818 169 125 862 1,034 225 [ 1,259 291
25,000 1,950 - 225 1,725 1,440 384 0 1,824 1,985 - - 1,985 1,206 169 100 1,275 1,525 225 o 1,750 429
50,000 6,745 - 225 6,520 4,301 384 ° 4,685 6,556 - - 6,556 3,605 169 50 3,724 4,554 225 0 4779 1,267

2161 ‘2z 1udy ‘Aepugy

Thia table shows that “personal taxes" (income taxes, plus medical care premiuma, leas tax credits) are lower in Manitobs for
a married taxfiler with 2 d in for incomes up to over $50,000, than in Ontario for incomes up to
over $25,000 than in British Coluabia for incomes up to about $25,000, and than in Alberta for incomes up to over $15,000 before
the Established Progrsms Financing Transfer is taken into account.

Totels may not add due to rounding.

umed. For Alberts and British Coluubia,
atance tax credits provided through the
tstance to homeowners and local

1In calculating the tax credits $400 of property taxes or rental equivalents are

the texfiler ia asaumad to be a tenant and therefore eligible for the renters a
income tax syastem in these provincea. No account is taken of non-income-related a
govermmenta in any of the provinces included in the comparison.
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TABLE 1A

COMPARISON OF ANNUAL PERSONAL INCOME TAXES AND HEALTH INSURANCE PREMIUM TAXES

~ MANITOBA, ONTARIO, SASKATCHEWAN, ALBERTA, BRITISH COLUMBIA -

(COMPARISON BASED ON TAX RATES IN EFFECT AFTER 1977 BUDGETS)
- AFTER ESTABLISHED PROGRAMS FINANCING TRANSFER -

(Dollars)
MARRIED TAXFILER - TWO DEPENDANTS UNDER AGE 16
MANITOBA ONTARIO SASKATCHEWAN ALBERTA BRITISH COLUMBIA
Income . Total Income Total TIncome Total Income Total Income Total
Taxes Taxes Taxes Taxes Taxes Taxes Taxes Taxes Taxes Taxes
Gross [(Including  Health Tax  (Including (Including  Health Tax (Including (Including  Health Tax (Including (Including  Health Tax (Including (Including  Health Tax (Inciuding
Income Transfers) Premiums Creditsl Tramsfers) Transfers) Premiums Creditsl Transfers) Transfers) Premiums Credits! T ) T Premiums Creditsl Transfers) Transfers) Premiums  Creditsl  Transferg)
3,000 0 - 529 (529) 0 192 m (79) 0 - - 0 0 0 200 (200} 0 22 100 (78)
4,000 0 - 529 (529) 0 192 m a9) - - 0 0 0 200 (200) [ 22 100 19)
5,000 0 - 529 (529) 0 192 mn 9) 0 - - 0 0 88 200 a12) 0 22 100 8)
6,000 0 - 517 (517) 0 192 mn 9 0 - - 0 0 169 195 € 26) [ 22 100 (78)
7,000 o - 497 (497) 0 384 271 13 0 - - 0 [ 169 190 ¢ 21) [ 225 84 141
8,000 o - 478 (478) 152 3864 220 316 83 - - 83 85 169 185 69 159 225 I a0
9,000 292 - 458 (166) 229 384 201 @3 185 - - 185 100 169 180 89 240 225 65 400
10,000 395 - 438 ( 43) 310 384 181 514 292 - - 292 m 169 170 270 3264 225 55 495
11,000 501 - 418 83 394 384 161 617 403 - ~ 403 345 169 165 %9 3¢ 225 45 592
12,000 608 - 398 210 an 384 141 21 515 - - 515 418 169 160 427 499 225 35 689
15,000 954 - 338 616 79 384 81 1,053 876 - - 876 656 169 150 675 784 225 5 1,004
20,000 1,613 - 238 1,375 1,268 384 0 1,652 1,565 - 1,565 1,109 169 125 1,153 1,325 225 o 1,550
25,000 2,379 - 225 2,154 1,869 384 o 2,253 2,414 - - 2,414 1,635 169 100 1,704 1,954 225 o 2,179
50,000 8,012 - 225 7,787 5,568 384 0 5,952 7,823 - - 7,823 4,872 169 50 4,991 5,821 225 o 6,046
—

This table shows that 'personal taxes" (incowe taxes, plue medical care premiums, less tax credits) are lower in Manitoba for
for incomes up to over $50,000, than in Ontario for incomes up to

a married taxfiler with 2 than in

over $25,000 than in British Coluabla for incomes up to about $25,000, and than in Alberta for incomes up to aver 15,000 after
the Established Programs Financing Transfer is taken into account.

Totals may not add due to rounding.

n calculating the tax credits $400 of property taxes or rental equivalents are assumed. For Alberta and British Columbia,
the taxfiler is assumed to be a tenant and therefore eligible for the renters assistance tax credits provided through the

income tax system in these provinces.

goverments 1in any of the provinces included in the compsrison.

No account is taken of non-income-related assistance to homeownera and local
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TARE LT COHPARISDN OF ANNUAL PERSONAL INCOME TAXES AND HEALTH INSURANCE FIMXUH TAXES
MANITOBA, ONTARIO, SASKATCWEWAH, ALBERTA, BRITISH COLUMBIA

(COMPARISON BASED ON TAX RATES IN EFPFECT AFTER 1977 WDGEI'S)
= BEFORE ESTABLISHED PROGRANS FINANCING TRANSFER -

9€€eT

(Dollare)
MARRIED TAXFILER - HO DEPENDANTS
MANITORA - ONTARIO SASKATCHEWAN ALBERTA BRITISH COLWMBIA
Income Total Income Total Income Total 1ncome Total Income Total
Taxes Taxzes Taxes Taxes Taxes (‘l‘.:el ‘{-xu (:.;e- (’;u;e: Health - (::;:L !;:::::;l.\-d
Groas (Before Health Tax (Before (Before Health Tax (Before fore Health Before Before  Health Tax efore efore ea! 1
Tranafara) Premjums  Credits Tranafara) ) Premiums  Credits T Transfera) Pramiums Premiums  Credits' Iransfers) Iransfers) Premiums  Credits” Transfers) | _Financing

3,000 - - 503 (503) - 192 263 [V} - - - - - - 200 (200) - 18 100 (82) L]
4,000 - - 503 (503) - 192 263 ) - - - - - - 200 (200 - 18 100 (82) [
5,000 - - 493 (493) - 192 263 (71) - - - - - 88 196 (108) - 90 95 (5) 3
6,000 4 - 474 476 - 192 263 ) - - - - 58 169 191 36 - 180 85 95 16
7,000 151 - 454 (303) m 386 24 281 159 - - 159 93 169 186 40 18 180 7% 222 33
8,000 227 - 435 (208) 168 384 195 357 240 - - 260 141 169 181 109 178 180 66 292 51
9,000 m - as (104) 229 384 175 48 328 - - 328 192 169 176 185 243 180 56 367 69
10,000 398 - 395 3 294 384 155 523 420 - - 420 246 169 1”71 244 m 180 13 s 1]
11,000 486 - 75 m 359 384 135 608 512 - - 512 300 169 166 103 380 180 36 524 107
12,000 575 - 355 220 a2 384 15 694 607 - - 607 56 169 161 164 704 180 26 604 127
15,000 . 869 - 295 574 642 384 55 971 916 - - 916 538 169 146 361 728 180 - 908 191
20,000 | 1,424 - 225 1,199 1,052 384 - 1,436 1,501 - - 1,501 : 882 169 121 930 1,114 180 - 1,29 310
25,000 2,086 - 225 1,861 1,531 384 - 1,915 2,129, - - 2,129 1,283 169 9 1,356 1,558 180 - 1,738 453
50,000 | 6,926 - 225 6,701 4,410 384 - 4,794 6,728 - - 6,728 3,697 169 50 3,816 4,669 180 - 4,849 1,294

This table ahows that "personal taxes” (incowe taxes, plusmadicel care preaiums, less tax credits) are lower in Manitoba for a married tsxfiler than

in Seakatchewan for incomes up to ovar $50,000, than in Ontario for incom

up to over $25,000, then in British Columbia for incomes up to over

920,000, and than in Alberta for incowes up to about $15,000 before the Eatabliahed Programs Financing Tranafer is taksn into account.

Totala msy not add due to rounding.

1

taken of

In calculating the tax credits $400 of property tax.
be a tenant and (Mrefore eligibla for the rentera

and local

or rental equivalents are assumed.

For Alberta and British Columbis, the taxfiler is
aistance tax credits provided through the income tax ayatem in theae provinces.
1in any of the provinces included in the comparison.

sumed to
No account is
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TABLE 1IA
COMPARISON OF ANNUAL PERSONAL INCOML TAXES AND HEALTH INSURAWCE PREALUA TaAnS
~ MANITOBA, ONTARLO, SASKATCHEWAN, ALBERTA, BRITISH COLUS1A ~
(COMPARISON SASED ON TAX RATES IN EFFECT AFTER 1977 BUDGETS)
~ APTER ESTABLISHED PROGRAMS PINANCING TRANSFER ~
MARRIED TAXFILER - HO DEPENDANTS (DoLlars)
e P —— ALBERTA BKITISH COLUMBTA o
Income Total Incoae Total Income Total Income Income Towat
Taxes Taxes Taxes _ Taxes Taxes Taxes _ Taxes Taxes lealth T
Gross (Including Health Tax (Including (Including Kealth Tax (Including (Including Healtn Tax | (Lncluding {Including Health Tax (Including (Inciuding vl ;:N“ Credits' Tranafers:
Income Transfers) Premiums Credits Transfers) Premiums Credits  Transfers) Iransfers) Premiums Credits Iransfers) | Transiers) Premiums Credits™ Transfers) Iransfers) jal < =IECRs —==
3,009 - - 503 (503) - 192 263 an - - - - - - 200 (200) - i 100 ®2
4,010 - - 503 (507) - 192 263 (4] - - - - - - 206 (200 - 18 160 1823
5,900 - - 493 (493) - 192 263 oy - - - - - 86 196 (108) - 90 95
6,000 - - 474 (474) - 192 263 1) - - - - - 169 191 (22 - 180 8-
7,000 184 - 454 (271) 144 384 214 34 192 - - 192 80 169 186 63 151 180 76
8,000 278 435 (sn 218 384 195 409 293 - - 295 173 165 181 161 229 180 o6 i
9,000 380 a1s (36) 294 384 175 508 397 - - 397 26: 169 176 256 312 80 56 3
10,900 486 395 9: 382 384 155 611 508 - - 508 134 169 m 332 | 399 80 4t 5{"
11,000 591 375 218 466 384 135 715 619 - - 619 407 169 166 410 487 180 36 RS
12,000 702 355 347 552 384 115 821 73 - - 734 483 169 161 491 \ 577 180 2%
15,000 1,060 295 765 833 384 55 1,162 1,107 - - 1,107 726 169 146 752 | 919 180 -
20, 000 1,734 225 1,508 1,362 384 - 1,746 1,811 - - 1,811 1,192 169 121 1,240 | 1,424 180 co-
25,000 2,539 225 2,314 1,984 384 - 2,368 2,582 - - 2,582 1,736 160 9% 1,809 ’ 2,011 180 -
i 50, 000 8,220 225 7,995 5,704 384 - 6,088 8,022 - - 8,022 4,99 169 50 5,110 ! 5,963 180 -

Thie table showe that “personal taxes" (income taxea, plue medical care premiums, leas tax credite) are lover in Manitoba for a married taxfiler than
in Saskatchewan for incomes up to over $50,000, than in Ontario for incomes up to over $25,000, than in British Columbia for incomes up to over $20,000,
and than in Alberta for incomes up to about $15,000 after the Eatabliahed Programs Financing Tranafer ie taken into account.

Totala may not add due to rounding.

lIn calculating the tax credits $400 of property taxes or rental equivalents are assumed. For Alberta and British Coluwmbia, the taxfiler is
be a tenant and therefore eligible for the renters assistance tax credits provide
taken of 1ated 1 to and local g

esumed to
through the income tax eystem in these provinces. No account 1ie
in any of the in the 1
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TAALE 111

COMPARISON OF ANNUAL PERSONAL INCOME TAXES AND BEALTH INSURANCE PREMIUM TAXRS

~ HANITOBA, ONTARIO, SASRATCHEWAN, ALBERTA, BRITISH COLIDGBIA -

(COMPARISON BASED ON TAX RATES IN EFFECT AFTER 1977 BUDGETS)
~ BEFORE ESTABLISHED PROGRAMS FINANCING TRAMSPER -

SINGLE TAXFILER (Dollare)
MANITOBA ONTARIO SASKATCHENAN ALBERTA ERITISH COLIMBIA

Income Income Totsl Income Totel Income Income Totel

Texes T Tazes Taxe Texes Taxa Taxes Isteblished
Groes (Befors Heslth Tex (Before Heslth (Bafore (Before Heslth Tax (Before (sefore Health Tex (Before th Tax )  (Before Prog;
Income | Transters) Premtums — Credics - Iransfers) Premtums  Credite” Transfers) | Iransfers) Premums  Uredits  Transfers) | Iramsfers) Ersmiwme (Credics ) Premtums  Credits Trepefers) | _Fipencing
3,000 ° - 432 [ 132 243 i 0 - - ° ] [ 196 196) [ 45 95 (50) 3
4,000 0 - 413 0 132 243 (111) [] - - 0 o 85 192 (107) 0 90 - 85 (s) 10
5,000 154 - 394 114 264 193 185 163 - - 163 21 a5 187 (81) 121 90 75 136 3
€,000 F&E] - :1) 172 264 i) 262 26 - - 26 127 a5 182 0 182 90 & 206 51
7,000 4 - 355 232 264 154 32 31 - - k53 194 85 m 102 246 %0 56 280 69
8,000 398 - 335 294 264 135 423 420 - - 420 246 a5 172 159 m 90 46 355 88
9,000 485 - a6 358 264 135 507 551 ~ - 511 300 85 167 220 39 90 ‘36 433 107
10,000 574 - 301 42 264 95 593 605 - - 605 360 85 162 27 449 90 2 513 127
11,000 671 - 291 495 264 75 686 707 - - 707 s 85 157 3% 524 90 16 598 148
12,000 767 - 281 567 264 55 76 809 < - 809 475 85 152 408 600 90 6 684 169
15,000 1,080 - 251 798 264 ° 1,062 1,139 - - 1,139 669 85 137 617 845 90 0 935 236
20,000 1,672 - 225 1,452 1,216 264 ° 1,480 1,780 - - 1,780 1,09 85 12 1,012 1,312 %0 o 1,402 365
25,000 2,451 - 225 2,226 1,748 264 0 2,012 2,596 - - 2,596 1,465 85 92 1,458 1,851 90 L] 1,941 516
50,000 7,337 - 225 7112 4,654 264 ° 4,918 7,838 - - 7,88 3,902 [H 50 3,937 4,928 90 0 5,018 1,365

This teble shows thet “personal taxes" (income texes, plus medicel cere premiums, less tex credits) sre lover in Manitob: ror e single texfiler then in
Sazkstcheven for incomes up to over $50,000, then in Onterio for incomee up to over $20,000, than in British Colusbia £ incomes up to ovar $20,000
and than 1n Alberte for incomes up to over $10,000 before the Zstablished Programs Financing Tranafer is tsken into scc-ui'l

Totels may not edd due to roundig.

110 celculating the tax credits $400 of property taxes or reotsl equivalente ere sssumed. For Alberte end F

be o tenant end therefore sligible for tence tax credits provided through the income

teken of

the renters
to

end local

tos w

1in any of the provinces included in the c.>parison

‘tish Columbie, tie tazfiler is asswmad to

#-a in thess provincas. No sccount is
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TABLE IITA

COMPARISON OF ANNWUAL PERSD"AL INCOME TAXES AND HEALTH INSURANCE PREMIUM TAXES
ONTARIO, ALBERTA, BRITISH COLUMBIA -

‘Al
(CWAI\ISDN BASED ON TAX RATES IN EFFECT AFTER 1977 BUDGETS)
~ APTER ESTABLISHED PROGRAMS FINANCING TRANSFER -

6€€C

(Dollars)
SINGLE TAXPILER
MANITOBA ONTARIO SASKATCHEWAN ALBERTA BRITISH COLUMBIA

Incose Total Income Totsl Income Totel Income Total Income Total

Taxes Taxes Texes Texes Texes Taxes Taxes Taxes Taxes Texes
Gtoss [(Including  Bealth Tax _ (Including (Including  Health Tax (Including (Including  Health Tex (Including (Including  Health Tex _ (Including (Including  Health Tex (Including
Incowe | Iransfers) Premiums Credits]l Transfers) Trenefers) Premiums Creditsl Trensfers) Trensfers) Premiums Creditsl  Transfers) Transfera) Premf{ums Crediesl Traosfers) Tranefars) Premiums Creditsl Iransfers)
3,000 0 - 432 (432) 0 132 243 ai 0 - - [ ° ° 196 (196) 0 45 95 (50)
4,000 0 - 413 (413 o 132 243 an) 0 - - 0 0 8s 192 aon o 90 85 3
5,000 188 - 394 (205) 148 264 193 219 197 - - 197 64 [H 187 (&) 155 90 ] 170
6,000 284 - 74 ( 90) 223 264 174 213 297 - - 297 178 85 182 81 23 %0 66 257
7,000 383 - 355 28 301 264 156 410 400 - - 400 263 85 177 n s % 56 349
8,000 486 - 335 151 382 264 135 s11 508 - - 508 33 85 172 247 399 % 46 443
9,000 592 - 16 276 465 264 15 614 618 - - 618 409 [ 167 7 486 90 36 540
10,000 701 - 301 400 551 264 95 n9 132 - - 732 482 85 162 405 576 90 26 640
11,000 819 - 291 528 643 264 75 832 855 - - 855 563 85 157 491 672 90 16 746
12,000 936 - 281 655 736 264 55 945 978 - - 978 644 85 152 577 769 90 6 853
15,000 1,316 - 251 1,065 1,034 264 0 1,298 1,375 - - 1,375 905 85 137 853 1,081 90 0 1171
20,000 2,042 - 225 1,817 1,561 264 0 1,845 2,145 - - 2,145 1,604 85 12 1,377 1,677 90 0 1,767
25,000 2,967 - 225 2,762 2,264 264 ° 2,528 3,112 - - 3,112 1,981 [ 92 1,97 2,367 90 0 2,457
50,000 | 8,702 - 225 8,477 6,019 264 0 6,283 9,203 - - 9,203 5,267 85 50 5,302 6,293 90 0 6,383

1161 ‘22 1dy ‘Aepud

This teble shows that "personal tezes" (income taxes, plus wedicel care pramiums, less tex credits) are lower in Manitobs for s single taxfiler then in
Saskatchewan for incomes up to over $50,000, than fo Optsrio for incomes up to over $20,000, then in British Columbis for incomes up to sbout $20,000
and then in Albarta for incomes up to ovar $10,000 after the Eatablished Programs Financing Trenefer is taken into sccount.

Totale may not edd due to rounding.
!n celculating the tax credits $400 of property taXes ot raotsl squivalents sre assumed.

£0 be & tenant and therefore eligible for the renters tex credits provi
is taken of gt to eod locel

For Alberts and British Columbias, the texfilar is sasumed
through the income tex system in thess provinces. Mo sccount
in eny of the in the
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APPENDIX B

FINANCIAL STATISTICS
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COMPARISON OF SELECTED PROVINCIAL TAX RATES AFTER 1977

PROVINCIAL BUDGETS (EXCEPT NEWFOUNDLAND)

Prince
Newfoundland Edward Nova
Tax Pre-1977 Budget Island Scotia
Retail Sales (%) 10 8 8
Personal Income 56.3 50 52.5
(% of basic federal
tax)
Health Insurance Nil Nil Nil
(annual premium)
Corporation Income 14 10 12
(% of taxable
income)
Corporation Capital Tax Nil Nil Nil
(% of taxable capital)
Gasoline 27 21 21
(cents per gallon)
Diesel 27 25 27
(cents per gallon)
Cigarettes 25 20 15

(cents per package
of 25%

New

Brunswick

8

55.5

Nil

Nil

20

23

10

Quebec
8

72.0

Payroll Tax:
1.5% of income
($235 maximum)

12

19

25

20

Ontario Manitoba Saskatchewan Alberta
7 5 5 Nil
44.0 56,043 58.5° 38.5
$192 Single Nil Nil $ 85 Single
$384 Family $169 Family
9-12 13-15 12-14 11
3/10 1/5® Nil Nil
19 18 19 10
25 21 26.6 12
24 20 20 8

British
Columbia

$ 90 Single
$225 Family

12-15

17

19

12

lNewt'oundland has not yet announced its 1977 personal income tax rate.
established programs financing tax transfer.

2 general 1.5% tax reduction is in effect for 1977, but this does not

3Quebec levies tax directly against taxable income unlike the other provinces.
income tax as a percentage of federal basic tax

AThis rate includes some 2.2 points which have been allocated to municipalities.

~wduce the basic rate.

For comparability purpises, the rate shown reflects total Ouebec
The rate includes approximately 16.5 points in spe ial abatements.

The '"net" rate for provincial purposes is 53.8%.

The rate shown is the result of precise mathematical conversicn to rcflect the

5These provinces apply surtaxes to high income earnmers - over $22,000 for a married taxfiler with two children in Saskatchewan and over $25,500 for
the same taxfiler in Manitoba

6

Small businesses - those with taxable incomes of under $100,000 -~ are exempt.

1161 ‘22 1udy ‘Aepud
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APPENDIX C - PAPER 5

COMPARISON OF YEARLY PROVINCIAL TAX LIABILITIES
FORMER GOVERNMENT IN 1969
PRESENT GOVERNMENT IN 1977
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TABLE 1

COMPARISON OF YEARLY PROVINCIAL TAX LIABILITIES ~
FORMER GOYERNMENT IN 1969 AND PRESENT GOVERNMENT IN 1977

e€vee

(DOLLARS)
Family of 4 (Married Taxfiler, Spouse, 2 Children under 16)%*
Taxes Under Former Government Taxes Under Present Government
(1969) (1977 - After 1977 Budget)
Tax Established
Yearly Personal Health Health Property Cost of Savings ‘Programs
Gross Income Insurance Total Personal Insurance Tax Living Total Over Financing
Income Tax Premiums Taxes Income Tax“ Premiums Credit Tax Credit Taxes 1969 Transfer
2,000 0 204 204 0 0 375 154 (529) 733 0
4,000 50 204 254 0 0 375 154 (529) 783 0
6,000 158 204 362 0 0 369 148 (517) 879 03
8,000 296 204 500 0 0 350 128 (478) 978 03
10,000 459 204 663 321 0 330 108 (117) 780 73
12,000 647 204 851 496 0 310 88 98 753 112
15,000 987 204 1,191 782 0 280 58 444 747 172
20,000 1,685 204 1,889 1,322 0 230 8 1,084 805 291
50,000 6,628 204 6,832 6,745 0 225 0 6,519 313 1,267

*All income is from wages and salaries.

Parentheses ( ) indicate tax savings or increased refunds.
lProperty Tax Credits shown assume sufficient property taxes or rental equivalents to qualify for these benefit levels.

2Irlcludes Provincial Surtax.

3The transfer at these income levels is foregone as a result of the low income reduction.

Note: Totals may not add due to rounding.
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TABLE II

COMPARISON OF YEARLY PROVINCIAL TAX LIABILITIES -

FORMER GOVERNMENT IN 1969 AND PRESENT GOVERNMENT IN 1977

Married Couple (Married Taxfiler, Dependent Spouse)#*

(DOLLARS)

Taxes Under Former Government Taxes Under Present Govermment
(1969) (1977 - After 1977 Budget)
Tax Established

Yearly Personal Health Health Property Cost of Savings Programs
Gross Income Insurance Total Personal Insurance Tax Living Total Over Financing
Income Tax Premiums Taxes Income Tax“ Premiums Credit Tax Credit  Taxes 1969 Transfer

2,000 0 204 204 0 375 128 (503) 707

4,000 78 204 282 0 375 128 (503) 785 0

6,000 195 204 399 0 360 113 (474) 873 03
8,000 340 204 544 227 0 341 94 (207) 751 51
10,000 510 204 714 398 0 321 74 3 711 87
12,000 706 204 910 575 0 301 54 220 690 127
15,000 1,066 204 1, 270 869 0 271 24 574 696 191
20,000 1,774 204 1,978 1,424 0 225 1,199 779 310
50,000 6,737 204 6,941 6,926 0 225 6,701 240 1,294

*All income is from wages and salaries.

Parentheses () indicate tax savings or increased refunds.

lProperty Tax Credits shown assume sufficient property taxes or rental equivalents to qualify for these benefit levels.

2Includes Provincial Surtax.
3

The transfer at this income level is foregone as a result of the low income reductions.

Note: Totals may not add due to rounding.
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TABLE III

COMPARISON OF YEARLY PROVINCIAL TAX LIABILITIES -
FORMER GOVERNMENT IN 1969 AND PRESENT GOVERNMENT IN 1977

Single Person (Single Taxfiler, No Dependants)#*

(DOLLARS)

SYET

Taxes Under Former Government Taxes Under Present Government
(1969) (1977 - After 1977 Budget)
Tax Established
Yearly Personal Health Health Property Cost of Savings Programs
Gross Income Insurance Total Personal Insurance Tax 1 Living Total Over Financing
Income Tax Premiums Taxes Income Tax2 Premiums Credit Tax Credit  Taxes 1969 Transfer
2,000 33 102 135 0 0 375 68 (443) 578 0
4,000 133 . 102 235 0 0 360 53 (413) 648 03
6,000 267 102 369 233 0 341 34 (142) 511 51
8,000 424 : 102 526 398 0 321 14 63 463 88
10,000 607 102 709 574 0 301 0 273 436 127
12,000 820 102 922 768 0 281 0 486 436 169
15,000 1,198 102 1,300 1,080 0 251 0 829 471 236
20,000 1,922 102 2,024 1,676 0 225 0 1,451 573 365
50,000 6,918 102 7,020 7,337 0 225 0 7,112 (92) 1,365

*All income is from wages and salaries.

Parentheses ( ) indicate negative numbers.

1Property Tax Credits shown assume sufficient property taxes or rental equivalents to qualify for these benefit levels.

ZIncludes Provincial Surtax.

3The transfer at these income levels is foregone as a result of the low income reduction.

Note: Totals may not add due to rounding.
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APPENDIX C - PAPER 6

1977 FEDERAL AND PROVINCIAL INCOME TAX
LIABILITIES (INCLUDING REDUCTION MEASURES)
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As a result of the design of the national income tax system and
certain federal tax changes, an apparently anomalous situation has arisen
in certain low income ranges where some taxpayers have no nominal federal
income tax liability but some provincial income tax liability.

Although the Manitoba Cost of Living Tax Credit eliminates
provincial income taxes in almost all cases where federal income taxes
have been eliminated by the general federal income tax reduction measure,
for 1977 the Manitoba Budget announced a further tax reduction to deal with
this situation.

Under this new provincial reduction measure, in all cases where
federal tax payable is 0 provincial income taxes are also reduced to O.
This new reduction measure is phased out after federal tax becomes payable.

The new reduction does not affect the cost of living tax credit
entitlement. The combination of the new low income tax reduction and the
1977 cost of living tax credit means that all Manitobans not paying federal
tax not only pay no provincial tax but also are entitled to receive refunds.
At some levels of income where federal tax is payable individuals will
still receive refunds as a result of the Manitoba measures.

Tables I to IV show the combined impact of the new Manitoba low
income tax reduction (which removes about 75,000 Manitobans from the
income tax rolls) and the 1977 Cost of Living Tax Credit Plan.

In conjunction with the rate adjustments required to take full
advantage of the Federal Established Programs Tax Transfer, the 1977
Manitoba Budget contained a general adjustment in the income tax rate. The
converted Manitoba rate is equivalent to a 41.77 rate under the old
arrangements down 0.8 points or about 2% from the 42.5% rate.
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Taxable

Income

0
100
200
300
400
500
600
700
800
900

1,000

1,100

1,200

1,300

1,400

1,500

1,600

1,700

1,800

1,900

2,000

2,100

2,200

2,300

2,400

2,500

3,0004

AFTER REDUCTION MEASURES AND COST OF LIVING TAX CREDITS
(MARRIED TAXPAYER WITH TWO DEPENDANTS UNDER 16)

Provincial
Income Taxes
Before Reduction

and After Transfer

0

3.36
6.72
10.08
13.44
16.80
20.16
23.52
32.14
41.10
50.06
59.02
67.98
76.94
85.90
95.07
104.59
114.11
123,63
133.15
142.67
152.19
161.71
171.23
180.75
190.27
238.65

(Dollars)

Provincial Tax

Cost of Living

Provincial Income
Taxes Payable
After Provincial
Reductions and
Cost of Living

Federal Tax
Payable After

Reduction Tax Creditl Tax Credit2 Federal Reduction3

0 153.60 (153.60) 0

3.36 152.60 (152.60) 0
6.72 151.60 (151.60) 0
10.08 150.60 (150.60) 0
13.44 149.60 (149.60) 0
16.80 148.60 (148.60) 0
20.16 147.60 (147.60) 0
23.52 146.60 (146.60) 0
32.14 145.60 (145.60) 0
41.10 144,60 (144.60) 0
50.06 143.60 (143.60) 0
59.02 142.60 (142.60) 0
67.98 141.60 (141.60) 0
76.94 140.60 (140.60) 0
85.90 139.60 (139.60) 0
95.07 138.60 (138.60) 0
104.59 137.60 (137.60) 0
114.11 136.60 (136.60) 0
123.63 135.60 (135.60) 0
133.15 134.60 (134.60) 0
142.67 133.60 (133.60) 0
152.19 132.60 (132.60) 0
161.71 131.60 (131.60) 0
151.03 130.60 (110.40) 5.77
101.03 129.60 ( 49.88) 22.77
51.03 128.60 10.64 39.77
0 123,60 115.05 126.16

1Based on the basic exemption of $2,270, the married exémption of $1,990, and the dependant under age 16
exemption of $430.

2
The figures in parentheses show the Cost of Living Tax Credit entitlement remaining after provincial
income tax has been reduced to zero ($0.00).

3

under age 18 to a maximum of $500).

4

This taxable income level

quivalent to about $8,500 gross income.

The federal reduction is equal to 9% of the basic federal tax (minimum $200, plus $50 for each dependant
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TABLE II
EE— COMrARISON OF FEDERAL AND PROVINCIAL INCOME TAXES PAYABLE

AFTER REDUCTION MEASURES AND COST OF LIVING TAX CREDITS
(MARRIED TAXPAYER WITH NO DEPENDANTS)

(Dollars)
Provincial Income
Taxes Payable
Provincial After Provincial
Income Taxes Reductions and Federal Tax
Taxable Before Reduction Provincial Tax Cost of Living Cost of Living Payable After

Income and After Transfer Reduction Tax Creditl Tax Credit?2 Federal Reduction3
0 0 0 127.80 (127.80) 0
100 3.36 3.36 126.80 (126.80) 0
200 6.72 6.72 125.80 (125.80) 0
300 10.08 10.08 124.80 (124.80) 0
400 13.44 13.44 123.80 (123.80) 0
500 16.80 16.80 122.80 (122.80) 0
600 20.16 20.16 121.80 (121.80) 0
700 23.52 23.52 120.80 (120.80) 0
800 32.14 32.14 119.80 (119.80) 0
900 41.10 41.10 118.80 (118.80) 0
1,000 50.06 50.06 117.80 (117.80) 0
1,100 59.02 59.02 116.80 (116.80) 0
1,200 67.98 67.98 115.80 (115.80) 0
1,300 76.94 76.94 114.80 (114.80) 0
1,400 85.90 85.90 113.80 (113.80) 0
1,500 95.07 95.07 112.80 (112.80) 0
1,600 104.59 104.59 111.80 (111.80) 0
1,700 114.11 100.91 110.80 ( 97.60) 3.77
1,800 123.63 50.91 109.80 ( 37.08) 20.77
1,900 133.15 0.91 108.80 23.44 37.77
2,000 142,67 0 107.80 34.87 54,77
2,100 152.1¢ 0 106.80 45.39 71.77
2,200 161.71 0 105.80 55.91 88.77
2,300 171.23 0 104.80 66.43 105.77
2,400 180.75 0 103.80 76.95 122.77
2,500 190.27 0 102.80 87.47 139.77
3,0004 238.65 0 97.80 140.85 226.16

1
Based on the basic exemption of $2,270 and the married exemption of $1,990.

2The figures in parentheses show the Cost of Living Tax Credit entitlement remaining after provincial
income tax has been reduced to zero ($0.00).

3The federal reduction is equal to 9% of the basic federal tax (minimum $200, plus $50 for each dependant
under age 18 to a maximum of $500).
FA
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TABLE IT1 COMPARISON OF FEDERAL AND PROVINCIAL INCOME TAXES PAYABLE
AFTER REDUCTION MEASULRES AND COST OF LiviNG 1ax CKELIIS
(SINGLE PERSON OVER AGE 65)

(Dollars)
Provincial Income
Taxes Payable
Provincial After Provincial
Income Taxes Reductions and Federal Tax
Taxable Before Reduction Provincial Tax Cost of Living Cost of Living Payable After
Income and After Transfer Reduction Tax Creditl Tax Credit? Federal Reduction3
0 0 0 110.70 (110.70) 0
100 3.36 3.36 109.70 (109.70) 0
200 6.72 6.72 108.70 (108.70) 0
300 10.08 10.08 107.70 (107.70) 0
400 13.44 13.44 106.70 (106.70) 0
500 16.80 16.80 105.70 (105.70) 0
600 20.16 20.16 104.70 (104.70) 0
700 23.52 23.52 103.70 (103.70) 0
800 32.14 32.14 102.70 (102.70) 0
900 41.10 41.10 101.70 (101.70) 0
1,000 50.06 50.06 100.70 (100.70) 0
1,100 59.02 59.02 99.70 ( 99.70) 0
1,200 67.98 67.98 98.70 ( 98.70) 0
1,300 76.94 76.94 97.70 ( 97.70) 0
1,400 85.90 85.90 96.70 ( 96.70) 0
1,500 95.07 95.07 95.70 ( 95.70) 0
1,600 104.59 104.59 94.70 ( 94.70) 0
1,700 114.11 100.91 93.70 ( 80.50) 3.77
1,800 123.63 50.91 92.70 ( 19.98) 20.77
1,900 133.15 0.91 91.70 40.54 37.77
2,000 142.67 0 90.70 51.97 54.77
2,100 152.19 0 89.70 62.49 71.77
2,200 161.71 0 88.70 73.01 88.77
2,300 171.23 0 87.70 83.53 105.77
2,400 180.75 0 86.70 94,05 122.77
2,500 190.27 0 85.70 104.57 139.77
3,0004 238.65 0 80.70 157.95 226.16

1Based on the basic exemption of $2,270 and the age exemption of $1,420.

2The figures in parentheses show the Cost of Living Tax Credit entitlement remaining after provincial
income tax has been reduced to zero ($0.00).

3The federal reduction is equal to 9% of the basic federal tax (minimum $200, plus $50 for dependant
under age 18 to a maximum of $500).

4
This taxable income levelrf equivalent to about $8,000 gross income.’,
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M COMPARISON OF FEDERAL AND PROVINCIAL INCOME TAXES PAYABLE
AFTER REDUCTION MEASURES AND COST OF LIVING TAX CREDITS
(SINGLE PERSON WITH NO DEPENDANTS)

(Dollars)
Provincial Income
Taxes Payable
Provincial After Provincial
Income Taxes Reductions and Federal Tax
Taxable Before Reduction Provincial Tax Cost of Living Cost of Living Payable After

Income and After Transfer Reduction Tax Creditl Tax Credit ? Federal Reduction
0 0 0 68.10 (68.10) 0
100 3.36 3.36 67.10 (67.10) 0
200 6.72 6.72 66.10 (66.10) 0
300 10.08 10.08 65.10 (65.10) 0
400 13.44 13.44 64.10 (64.10) 0
500 16.80 16.80 63.10 (63.10) 0
600 20.16 20.16 62.10 (62.10) 0
700 23.52 23.52 61.10 (61.10) 0
800 32.14 32.14 60.10 (60.10) 0
900 41.10 41.10 59.10 (59.10) 0
1,000 50.06 50.06 58.10 (58.10) 0
1,100 59.02 59.02 57.10 (57.10) 0
1,200 67.98 67.98 56.10 . (56.10) 0
1,300 76.94 76.94 55.10 (55.10) 0
1,400 85.90 85.90 54.10 (54.10) 0
1,500 95.07 95.07 53.10 (53.10) 0
1,600 104.59 104.59 52.10 (52.10) 0
1,700 114.11 100.91 51.10 (37.90) 3.77
1,800 123,63 50.91 50.10 22.62 20.77
1,900 133.15 0.91 49.10 83.14 37.77
2,000 142.67 0 48.10 94 .57 54.77
2,100 152.19 0 47.10 105.09 71.77
2,200 161.71 0 46.10 115.61 88.77
2,300 171.23 0 45.10 126.13 105.77
2,400 180.75 0 44,10 136.65 122.77
2,500 190.27 0 43.10 147.17 139.77
3,0004 238.65 0 38.10 200.55 ) 226.16

lpased on the basic exemption of $2,270.

2The figures in parentheses show the Cost of Living Tax Credit entitlement remaining after provincial
income tax has been reduced to zero ($0.00).

3The federal reduction is equal to 9% of the basic federal tax (minimum $200, plus $50 for each dependant
under age 18 to a maximum of $500).

4
This taxable income level is equivalent to about $5,600 gross income.
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- SUMMARY OF 1977 MANITOBA
TAX CREDIT BENEFITS FOR SELECTED
TAXPAYERS BY GROSS INCOMES
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IABIE T SUMMARY OF 1977 MANTOBA IAX GREDIT BENEFITS FOR SELECTED TAXPAYERS BY GROSS INCOME

(Dollars)
SINGLE TAXPAYER - NO DEE’E‘NDA}ITS1 MARRIED TAXPAYER - NO DEPENDANTSL
GROSS PROPERTY 3 COST OF LIVING TOTAL PROPERTY COST OF LIVING TOTAL
INCOME TAX CREDIT TAX CF.EDI'I‘A BENEFITS TAX CREDIT TAX CREDITI‘ BENEFITS
2,500 374,45 67.55 442.00 375.00 127.80 502. 80
3,000 369.60 62.70 432.30 375.00 127.80 502.80
3,500 364.75 57.85 422.60 375.00 127.80 502.80
4,000 359.90 53.00 412.90 375.00 127.80 502.80
4,500 355.05 48.15 403.20 374.95 127.75 502.70
5,000 350.20 43.30 393.50 370.10 122.90 493.00
5,500 345.35 38.45 383.80 365.25 118.05 483.30
6,000 340.50 33.60 374.10 360.40 113.20 473.60
6,500 335.65 28.75 364.40 355.55 108.35 463.90
7,000 330.80 23.90 354.70 350.70 103.50 454.20
7,500 325.95 19.05 345.00 345.85 98.65 444.50
8,000 321.10 14.20 335.30 341.00 93.80 434.80
8,500 316.20 9.30 325.50 336.10 88.90 425.00
9,000 311.20 4.30 315.50 331.10 83.90 415.00
9,500 306.20 0 306.20 326.10 78.90 405.00
10,000 301.20 0 301.20 321.10 73.90 395.00
11,000 291.20 0 291.20 311.10 63.90 375.00
12,000 281.20 0 281.20 301.10 53.90 355.00
13,000 271.20 0 271.20 291.10 43.90 335.00
14,000 261.20 0 261.20 281.10 33.90 315.00
15,000 251.20 0 251.20 271.10 23.90 295.00
16,000 241.20 0 241.20 261.10 13.90 275.00
17,000 - 231.20 0 231.20 251.10 3.90 255.00
18,000 225.00 0 225.00 241.10 0 241.10
19,000 225.00 0 225.00 231.10 0 231.10
20,000 225.00 0 225.00 225.00 0 225.00
25,000 225.00 0 225.00 225.00 0 225,00
1

All income is assumed to be from wages and salaries.

2
All income is assumed to be pension income. The spouse is presumed to be under age 65.

3
Assumes sufficient property taxes or rental equivalents for these benefit levels.

MARRIED TAXPAYER - TWO DEPENDANTS

1

PROPERTY

COST OF LIVING

TAX_CREDIT TAX CREDIT
375.00 153.60
375.00 153.60
375.00 153.60
375.00 153.60
375.00 153.60
375.00 153.60
373.85 152.45
369.00 147.60
364.15 142.75
359.30 137.90
354.45 133.05
349.60 128.20
344.70 123.30
339.70 118.30
334.70 113.30
329.70 108.30
319.70 98.30
309.70 88.30
299.70 78.30
289.70 68.30
279.70 58.30
269.70 48.30
259.70 38.30
249.70 28.30
239.70 18.30
229.70 8.30
225.00 0

4
Benefits are based on personal exemptions using the basic exemption of $2,270, the married exemption of $1,990, the

dependant under 16 exemption of $430 and the age exemption of $1,420.

TOTAL
BENEFITS
528.60
528.60
528.60
528.60
528.60
528.60
526.30
516.60
506.90
497.20
487.50
477.80
468.00
458.00
448.00
438.00
418.00
398.00
378.00
358.00
338.00
318.00
298.00
278.00
258.00
238.00
225.00

MARRIED TAXPAYER OVER 65 YEARS

2

PROPERTY

COST OF LIVING

TAX_CREDIT TAX_CREDIT#
375.00 170.40
375.00 170.40
375.00 170.40
375.00 170.40
375.00 170.40
375. 00 170.40
375.00 170.40
372.80 168.20
367.80 163.20
362.80 158.20
357.80 153.20
352.80 148.20
347.80 143.20
342.80 138.20
337.80 133.20
332.80 128.20
322.80 118.20
312.80 108.20
302.80 98.20
292.80 88.20
282.80 78.20
272.80 68.20
262.80 58.20
252.80 48.20
242.80 38.20
232.80 28.20
225.00 0

TOTAL
BENEFITS
545.70
545.70
545.70
545.70
545.70
545.70
545.70
541.00
531.00
521.00
511.00
501.00
491.00
481.00
471.00
461.00
441.00
421.00
401.00
381.00
361.00
341.00
321.00
301.00
281.00
261.00
225.00
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DETAILS OF THE 1977
MANITOBA PROPERTY TAX CREDIT PLAN
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The 1977 Manitoba Budget Address provided for a further expansion
of the Manitoba Property Tax Credit Plan first introduced in 1972. Maximum
benefits were raised to $375 for 1977 from $350 for 1976 and general minimum
benefits were increased to $225 for 1977 from $200 for 1976

Since Manitoba first introduced property tax credits in 1972,
both the base on which the credit is calculated and the level of benefits
have been increased dramatically. Table I shows the steady enrichment of
this program since 1972.

TABLE 1
TAX CREDIT BENEFITS BY CALENDAR YEAR
Total Benefits
Resident Through
Maximum General Homeowner Income Total
__Year Base Benefit Minimum Advances Tax System _Benefits
€)) ($) ($ millions) ($ millions) ($millions)
1972 School taxes 140 90 n/a 24.2 24.2
only
1973 All property taxes 200 100 17.5 30.0 47.5
1974  All property taxes 250 150 26.5 34.6 61.1
1975 All property taxes 300 175 31.9 44.0 75.9
1976* All property taxes 350 200 38.0 49,5 87.5
1977* All property taxes 375 225 45.0 53.0 98.0
*
Estimated

For 1977 benefits paid directly through the property tax mechanism
(the Resident Homeowner Advances) will total $45 million. An additional
$53 million will be claimed when Manitobans file their 1977 income tax
returns in early 1978. Total benefits are expected to be $98 million.

For a home assessed at $6,000 the 1977 Manitoba Property Tax
Ctedit is equivalent to a mill rate reduction ranging from 37% to 62% mills
depending on income.

As in previous years, benefits within this range are. calculated
under a formula which relates the size of benefits to ability-to-pay. Thus,
a person's maximum potential entitlement is reduced by 1% of his/her
taxable income - or one dollar for each $100 in taxable income - to the
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general minimum entitlement of $225. Thus, while those with higher
taxable incomes are eligible for smaller benefits, the general minimum
of $225 ensures that this level of assistance is made available to all
eligible Manitobans.

In order to ensure that no taxfiler receives more in property tax
credit than was paid in property taxes (which for tenants is deemed to be
20% of rent) credit benefits may not exceed the taxfiler's total property tax.
Of course, in all such cases where the potential credit entitlement is
greater than the actual property tax, the credit completely offsets the
property tax.

Benefits under the Manitoba Property Tax Credit Plan are made
available in two ways:

(1) Through the income tax system. Benefits may be obtained by
filing a 1977 income tax return and Manitoba credit form.
In this case, credit benefits will be received either in
the form of a reduction in income taxes or in the form of
a cheque - to be sent to eligible claimants by the Federal
Department of Revenue Canada on behalf of the province.

(2) Through the property tax system. Resident owners of single
dwelling units are entitled to receive the general minimum
credit benefit of $225 as a reduction - called Manitoba
Government Property Tax Credit-Resident Homeowner Advance -
on their property tax statements. This payment is part of
the recipient's total property tax credit entitlement.

Any remaining or net property tax credit entitlement may
be claimed by filing a 1977 income tax return and Manitoba
credit form.

All individuals resident in the province at the end of the current
taxation year may claim a 1977 property tax credit except:
- those under the age of 16;
- those living in the home of and claimed as a dependant by
another taxfiler;
- those with no property tax burdens.

Table II shows the estimated benefits available under the 1977
Property Tax Credit Plan for selected taxpayers by gross income level.
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aoLE EZ
ESTIMATED BENEFITS PROVIDED BY THE 1977
MANITOBA PROPERTY TAX CREDIT PLAN TO VARIOUS TYPICAL TAXPAYERS*
(Dollars)
Married Tax- Married Tax- Married
Gross Single Tax- Payer - No Payer - Two Taxpayer
Income Paxer1 Dependantsl Dependantsl! Over 652
2,200 375.00 375.00 375.00 375.00
2,300 375.00 375.00 375.00 375.00
2,400 375.00 375.00 375.00 - 375.00
2,500 374.45 375.00 375.00 375.00
3,000 369.60 375.00 375.00 375.00
3,500 364.75 375.00 375.00 375.00
4,000 359.90 375.00 375.00 375.00
4,500 355.05 374.95 375.00 375.00
5,000 350.20 370.10 375.00 375.00
5,500 345.35 365.25 373.85 375.00
6,000 340.50 360.40 369.00 372.80
6,500 335.65 355.55 364.15 367.80
7,000 330.80 350,70 359.30 362.80
7,500 325.95 345.85 354.45 357.80
8,000 321.10 341.00 349.60 352.80
8,500 316.20 336.10 344.70 347.80
9,000 311.20 331.10 339.70 342.80
9,500 306.20 326.10 334.70 337.80
10,000 301.20 321.10 329.70 332.80
11,000 291.20 311.10 319.70 322.80
12,000 281.20 301.10 309.70 312.80
13,000 271.20 291.10 299.70 302.80
14,000 261.20 281.10 289.70 292.80
15,000 251.20 271.10 279.70 282,80
16,000 241.20 261.10 269.70 272.80
17,000 231.20 '251.10 259.70 262.80
18,000 225.00 241.10 249.70 252.80
19,000 .- 225.00 231.10 239.70 242.80
20,000 225.00 225.00 229.70 232.80
21,000 225.00 225.00 225.00 225.00
22,000 225.00 225.00 225.00 225.00
23,000 225.00 225.00 225.00 225.00
24,000 225.00 225.00 225.00 225.00
25,000 225.00 225.00 225.00 225.00

*
All examples assume sufficient property taxes or rental equivalents to qualify
for these benefit levels.

1All income is assumed to be from wages and salaries.

2 . . . : .
All income is assumed to be pension income. The spouse is assumed to be under
age 65.
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DETAILS OF THE 1977
MANITOBA COST OF LIVING TAX CREDIT PLAN
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Maximum benefits under the Manitoba Cost of Living Tax Credit
Plan have been increased by 8.6% for 1977 in conjunction with the general
indexing of the personal income tax system. This latest increase brings
maximum benefits for a family of four - married taxfiler claiming spouse
and two children under age 16 as dependants - to $154 up $13 from the
$141 maximum in 1976 and more than double the maximum benefits available
in the first year of cost of living credits in 1974.

Benefits continue to be related to need as reflected in family
size and ability to pay as reflected in taxable income under the formula
3% of personal exemptions minus 17 of taxable income. Thus, those with
larger families and larger personal exemption claims are eligible for
larger potential benefits. Those with no taxable income receive the
maximum while those with higher taxable incomes and ability to pay receive
smaller credits.

In order to obtain benefits, the applicant must file an income
tax return and Manitoba tax credit form. In general all taxfilers qualify
for credits except those under 16 years of age, those not resident in
Manitoba for incomc tax nurposes anil those claimed as a dependant by
another taxfiler. Credit benefits will be received either in the form of
a reduction in income taxes payable or in the form of a cheque - to be
sent to eligible claimants on behalf of the Manitoba Government by Revenue
Canada which administers the tax credits for the province.

Following are two tables which illustrate the increase in cost of
living tax credit benefits since 1974 and show the assistance the 1977 Cost
of Living Tax Credit Plan will provide to Manitobans - particularly those on
moderate incomes.

TABLE I
MAXIMUM COST OF LIVING TAX CREDITS
1974 TO DATE, SELECTED TAXPAYERS
Maximum Benefits
Family Characteristics 1977 1976 1975 1974
Married, 2 children
under age 16 $154 $141 $127 $77
Married, no children 128 118 106 64
Single, no dependants 68 63 56 34
Single, over age 65 111 102 92 55
Married, over age 65% 170 157 131 85

*
Assumes spouse is under age 65.
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TABLE TI

ESTIMATED BENEFITS PROVIDED BY THE 1977
MANITOBA COST OF LIVING TAX CREDIT PLAN TO VARIOUS TYPICAL TAXPAYERS#*

(Dollars)
Married Tax- Married Tax- Married
Gross Single Tax- Payer - No Payer - Two Taxpayer
Income Pagerl Dependants Dependants Over 652
2,200 68.10 127.80 153.60 170.40
2,300 68.10 127.80 153.60 170.40
2,400 68.10 127.80 153.60 170.40
2,500 67.55 127.80 153.60 170.40
3,000 62.70 127.80 _ 153.60 170.40
3,500 57.85 127.80 153.60 A 170.40
4,000 53.00 127.80 153.60 170.40
4,500 48.15 127.75 153.60 17G.40
5,000 43.30 122.90 153.60 170.40
5,500 38.45 118.05 152.45 170.40
6,000 33.60 113.20 147.60 168.20
6,500 . 28.75 108.35 142.75 163.20
7,000 23.90 103.50 137.90 158.20
7,500 19.05 98.65 133.05 133.20
8,000 14.20 93.80 128.20 148.20
8,500 9.30 88.90 123.30 143.20
9,000 4.30 83.90 118.30 138.20
9,500 0 78.9n 113.30 133.20
10,000 0 73.90 108.30 128.20
11,000 0 63.90 98.30 118.20
12,000 0 53.90 88.30 108.20
13,000 0 43.90 78.30 98.20
14,000 0 33.90 68.30 88.20
15,000 0 23.90 58.30 78.20
16,000 0 13.90 48.30 68.20
17,000 n 3.90 38.30 58.20
18,000 0 0 28.30 48.20
19,000 0 0 18.30 38.20
20,000 0 0 8.30 28.20
21,000 0 0 0 18.20
22,000 0 0 0 8.20
23,000 0 0 0 0
24,000 0 0 0 0
25,000 0 0 0 0

*
In calculating credit benefit levels, the 1977 exemption levels of $2,270 single
exemption, $1,990 married exemption, S$430 dependant under 16 years of age exemption
and $1,420 age exemption were used.

lAll income is assumed to be from wages and salaries.

2All income is assumed to be pension income. The spouse is assumed to be under
age 65.
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The effectiveness of the Manitoba Property Tax Credit Plan in
re-distributing the property tax burdens of individual Manitobans is
evident in the following analysis of property tax credits for 1975, the
latest year for which complete information is available.

Maximum benefits were expanded from $250 in 1974 to $300 in
1975; the general minimum was raised from $150 to $175. Resident home-
owners of single dwelling units were given the general minimum benefit
of $175 as a direct reduction on their property tax statements. These
homeowners were permitted to claim any additional or net property tax
credit benefits by completing Manitoba Property Tax Credit Application
Forms with their 1975 personal income tax returns.

Data from Revenue Canada indicate that 333,660 income taxfilers
were recorded as credit recipients receiving total benefits of $70.1 million.
An additional $5.8 million in property tax credits accrued to individuals
who apparently received their full credit entitlement through the Resident
Homeowner Advance ($175 or less) and did not complete the Manitoba Property
Tax Credit Application Form. Unfortunately, these individuals and their
credits are not recorded in the data from Revenue Canada. However, about
14,269 more people received property tax credit benefits through the income
tax system in 1975 than in 1974.

Average credit benefits (including the Resident Homeowner Advance)
to credit-claiming filers in 1975 were $210, an increase of $34 or 19.3%
over the $176 average under the 1974 Property Tax Credit Plan. -

Total benefits provided through the income tax system under the
1975 Property Tax Credit Plan amounted to some $44 million. In addition,
Resident Homeowner Advance payments amounted to $31.9 million so that total
benefits distributed under the 1975 Plan amounted to $75.9 million.

These are significant benefits both in total and on average.
Table I shows that benefits were concentrated among people who have
relatively high property tax burdens and moderate incomes. Table I also
demonstrates that the Property Tax Credit is an extremely effective and
sensitive instrument in directing the funds available to assist homeowners
and tenants in meeting their property taxes on an ability-to-pay related
basis.
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TABLE I

1975 CREDIT CLAIMING FILERS1 ~-- SELECTED STATISTICS

Average Net

Property
Number Average Average Taxes Average Net
of People Gross Property Tax (i.e. After Property Average
Reporting . Average Property Average Credit as a Deducting Taxes as a Net Property
Property Average Gross Taxes as a Property 7 of Average Average % of Average Taxes as a %
Tax Total Property 7% of Average Tax Gross Property Property Tax Gross Property of Average
Income_Class Credits_ Income Taxes_ Total Income _Credit Taxes Credit) _ Taxes Total Income
$ $ $ $ $ '
Less than 2,000 38,333 1,046 270 25.81 203 75.30 67 24,75 6.38
2,000 - 4,999 59,748 3,470 325 9.37 215 65.99 111 34.05 3.19
5,000 - 7,999 63,594 6,485 365 5.64 221 60.40 145 39.61 2.23
8,000 - 11,999 78,981 9,991 447 4.47 220 49,24 227 50.77 2.27
12,000 - 19,999 78,139 14,892 574 3.85 196 34,12 378 65.88 2.53
20,000 + 14,865 28,197 797 2.83 174 21.87 623 78.13 2.20
TOTAL 333,660 9,086 435 4.782 210 48.22 225 51.79 2.47

lNo information is available on the people who received credit benefits through the Resident Homeowner Advance,

and who did not complete the Property Tax Credit form with their income tax returns.

are not included in the table.

2Average derived from totals for all classes.

Accordingly,

these people
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MANITOBA SUCCESSION DUTY STATISTICS
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At the end of 1971, the Governmment of Canada withdrew from
the estate tax field. Starting January 1, 1972, Manitoba joined a
number of other provinces in implementing iudividual provincial succession
duty systems.

Between January 1972 and December 1974, the Manitoba succession
duty was administered by the federal goveriment through Revenue Canada.
Starting in 1975, administration was taken over by the Taxatio:u: Division,
Marditoba Department of Finance. The Manitoba Government's direct
administrative responsibility for the tax has permitted the compilation
of useful statistics on its impact. For purposes of this study,
information was collected from actual succession duty returns for the
years 1972 through 1976.

The statistics collected show thac the incidence of the succession
duty is progressive and therefore consistent with the overall taxation policy
of the govermment. Of the approximately 38,609 deaths i:.ivolving Manitobans
over the age of 20 since the end of 1971, only 81l or 2.1% were subject
to any succession duty. In other words for every 100 adults over age
20 in the province who die each year, about 2 pay successioun dutles.

It is anticipated that tne proportiou of taxable estates will
be reduced still further under the succession duty changes announced in
the 1977 Manitoba Budget.
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TABLE 1 BREAKDOWN OF SUCCESSION DUTY
RETURNS AS FILED BY YEAR

No. Manitoba % Taxable % Taxable

Deaths No. Non-Taxable No. Taxable of All Returns No. of
Year Over Age 20 Returns Returns Filed Deaths
1972 7,636 2,947 103 3.38 1.32
1973 7,673 4,753 155 3.16 1.98
1974 7,906 5,018 190 3.65 2.37
1975 7,615 5,534 215 3.74 2.68
19761 7,779 5,457 148 2 64 1.49
TOTAL 38,609 23,709 811 3.31 2.10
“Estimated - Subject te revision Aue to time iag in filing.

Source: Health & Welfare and Department of Finance
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TABLE II SUCCESSION DUTY RETURNS - BREAKDOWN (TAXABLE & NON-~TAXABLE)

BY YEAR OF DEATH

Non- TAXABLE RETURN AGGREGATE NET VALUE (A.N.V.) BREAKDOWN
Total
Taxable © $50,000-  $100,000-  $200,000- $250,000- $300,000- $500,000~ $1,000,000 Taxable
Returns! 100,000 200,000 250,000 300,000 500,000 1,000,000 + Returns
1972 2,947 44 18 16 7 10 8 * 103
1973 4,753 46 44 24 8 16 11 6 155
1974 5,018 76 51 24 8 23 8 * 190
1975 5,534 90 49 16 17 25 14 4 215
19762 5,457 87 31 5 6 12 4 3 148

LNon—Taxable Returns - the breakdown of non-taxable estates by aggregate net value size is not available.

2$ubjeu: to revision due to time lapse in filing,
*Numers in this category below 3 have been added to the previous category for confidentiality reasons.

Source: Department of Finance.

Total

Returns

3,050
4,908
5,208
5,749
5,605

Taxable
Estates
with A.N.V.

Over

$200, 000
as a % of
Total
Returns

1.34
1.32
1.21
1.32

.54

Taxable
Estates
with A.N.V.
Over
$250, 000
as a % of
Total
Returns

.82
.84
.75
1.04
.45
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1972

1973

1974

1975

19761

TABLE III

Average
Paid

% Tax
Revenue

Average
Paid

% Tax
Revenue

Average
Paid

% Tax
Revenue

Average
Paid

% Tax
Revenue

Average
Paid

% Tax
Revenue

Tax

Tax

Tax

Tax

Tax

$50,000

100,000

663.

13.

5,026.

5,236.

5,472.

6,380,

19

33

89

45

.47

94

.09

18

.79

08

.10

SUCCESSION DUTY RETURNS - AGGREGATE NET VALUE (A.N.V.) BREAKDOWN
- TAXABLE RETURNS ONLY BY YEAR OF DEATH

$100, 000
200,000

8,617.

13,050.

11.

13,008.

13.

18,379

12

12,965

13.

1Subject to revision due to time lapse in filing.

99

.74

82

09

43

48

.97

42

.17

$200, 000~
250,000

16,484.18

11,209.39

17,111.93

9,002.86

2,936.84

.51

$250,000-
300,000

30,474.96

10.21

22,034.84

3.40

23,399.86

3.80

24,947.61

5.85

29,9 56. 87

5.57

$300, 000-
500,000

56,162.
26.
50,947.
15.
47,787.
22.
59, 096.

20.

44,542,

18.

82

58

33

51

38

50

40

$500, 000~
1,000,000

75,612.

28.

143,483.

30.

270,516.

43.

179,005.

110, 499.

15.

58

96

71

49

14

19

.57

82

21

$100,000,000
+

255,473.98

29.61

326,190. 32

18. 00

265,182.73

27.38

*Numbers in this category below 3 have been added to the previous category for confidentiality reasons. Percentages may not add due to rounding.

Source: Department of Finance.
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1977 CHANGES IN FEDERAL-PROVINCIAL
FINANCIAL ARRANGEMENTS

On March 31, 1977 Bill C-37, the Federal-Provincial Fiscal
Arrangements and Established Programs Financina Act, received Royal
Assent. The new legislation took effect the mext day, April 1,
although certain provisions were retroactive to January 1 and others
will not be implemented for some time.

The changes in federal-provincial financial arrangements
embodied in the new Act are the most far-reaching of any in at least
a decade. They have important budgetary implications both for the
federal government and for all ten provinces, and they alter, in u
fundamental way, the financing systems for Canada's largest national
programs in the health and post-secondary education fields.

Backgrouvrd - The Former Arrangements and Recent Negotiations

By the late 1960's, Canada had in place one of the most advanced
sets of intergovernmental financial arrangements in existence. The system
was studied widely and commended frequently, particularly by the United
States which was then in the process of implementing a rudimentarv program
of federal-state revenue-sharing.

The most important elements in the Canadian system of federal-
provincial financial arrangements included:

- conditional federal assistance to provincial governments,
through "cost-sharing,'" for eligible hospital insurance,
medical care insurance and post-secondary education
programs. On a national basis, the federal share of these
programs was approximately 50%. However, implicit equalization
factors in the formulas tended to weight the percentages in
favour of less wealthy provinces.

-~ similar cost-sharing assistance through other agreements for
social allowances, manpower training and a wide range of
other programs

- unconditional federal support to provinces through a provincial
tax equalization formula. This formula was designed to ensure
all provinces would receive per capita revenues equivalent to
the national average from all provincial tax sources and thereby
be in a position to maintain reasonably comparable levels of
services at reasonably comparable overall levels of taxation.

- a provincial revenue stabilization program designed to protect
provinces against any vear-over-year decline in their total
revenues, and
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- a national income tax collection system, under which the
federal government agreed to administer provincial income
taxes provided provinces set their rates in accordance
with federal regulations.

‘In 1972, this set of arrangements was supplemented by the income
tax revenue guarantee program, through which the federal government under-
took to compensate provinces for revenue losses incurred as a result of
national income tax 'reform" measures which were implemented that year.

Although most provinces supported these arrangements in
principle, a number of maior criticisms were voiced bv both the federal
and the provincial governments about specific aspects of their application.
On the federal side, the most frequently expressed concerns related to the
fact that the major cost-sharing programs in the health and post-secondary
education field involved no limit on the extent to which the Government of
Canada was required to "'match” provincial expenditures eligible for cost-
sharing. Similar concerns about cost escalation also arose in connection
with the equalization formula, when provincial oil and natural gas revenues
began to increase dramatically, and in connection with the revenue guarantee
arrancements when it was discovered that the guarantee formula would generate
substantial compensation payments to the provinces.

Over a period of years, the federal government acted on its
concerns by imposing new, arbitrary limits on its obligations under the
various arrangements. Annual percentage growth ceilings were established
for federal contributions toward post-secondary education and medicare
programs in 1972/73 and 1976/77, respectively. Starting in 1974/75, a
ceiling was also placed on the amount of provincial oil and natural gas
revenues to be covered by the eaualization formula. Finally, late in
1975/76, the federal government also announced plans to make a retroactive
change in the method it used to calculate income tax revenue guarantee
pavments: the change reduced provincial guarantee entitlements substantially
below the levels payable under the original calculation methodology.

On the provincial side, general opposition was expressed to
these restrictions on federal support which had not existed when the
arrangements were first introduced. However, provincial governments also
voiced a number of other concerns. The most frequent criticism centred
around the fact that the major cost-sharing arrangements, particularly
in the health insurance field, provided federal support only within rigid
and sometimes outdated limits, thus distorting provincial programs and
discouraging provinces from pursuing priorities which promised greater
program effectiveness. The most common example cited was the fact that
federal hospital insurance cost-sharing arrangements encouraged expansion
of the most costlvy forms of acute care services but provided no financial
support for the expansion of more efficient alternative services such as
nursing home care.
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Negotiations concerning these problems were carried on for
several years, but only marginal improvements were made from the viewpoint
of the provincial governments. In early 1976, however, with a substantial
number of the arrangements requiring legislative renewal, the federal
government agreed to a comprehensive review of most of the major programs
and indicated a willingness to consider proposals for a broad revision of
financing arrangements.

Throughout last year, several federal-provincial and inter-
provincial conferences were convened to discuss a variety of proposals for
altering the arrangements. In June, the federal government responded to
some initial provincial suggestions by proposing, in general terms, the
following modifications:

- the elimination of cost-sharing for hospital insurance,
medicare and post-secondary education and its replacement
with a transfer of per capita cash payments and additional
income tax responsibility to the provinces

- the continuation of the provincial revenue equalization formula,
but with certain "technical” changes, and

- the termination of the income tax revenue guarantee arrangements
which, it argued, had not been intended as a permanent program.

After further discussions and clarification of the federal plan,
the ten provinces responded unanimously to the proposal of the Government of
Canada in early December by presenting a detailed joint position which
had been worked out at a series of Provincial Finance Ministers'

Conferences - the first time such Conferences had been held.

The joint provincial position, which represented significant
compromises and accommodations by all provinces, involved:

- acceptance of the principle of a new form of financing for
health insurance and post-secondary education based on a cash
and tax transfer, but with some important caveats. It was
agreed that cash grants should be escalated in a manner
which was not totally independent of the rate of escalation
of program costs and that the transfer of income tax
responsibility should be accompanied by special equalization
payments designed to ensure that all provinces would receive
per capita revenues equivalent to those received by the province
with the highest per capita yield. Such a plan would prevent
smaller, less wealthy provinces from receiving benefits which
were less than those received bv provinces with higher-vyielding
income tax bases.

- acceptance of a strong equalization formula without arbitrary
ceilings on payment escalation, but
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- rejection of the termination of the income tax revenue guarantee
arrangements without compensation. The provinces emphasized
that they had assumed a compensation arrangement would be proposed
on the basis of earlier commitments by the federal govermment and
stated that they would be prepared to accept the transfer of
4 percentage points of personal income tax for this purpose -
a transfer which would yield substantiallv less than would be

received if the revenue guarantee formula were extended.

At a Conference of First Ministers in mid-December, the federal
government indicated that it was not prepared to accept some of the major
features of the provincial position and that its offer of new arrangements
had to be considered by the provincial governments on a ''take-it-or-leave-it"
basis. This position resulted in an end to negotiations and, shortly
thereafter, the federal government introduced legislation into Parliament
to authorize new financing arrangements in accordance with its most recent
proposals,

The legislation received the support of the Official Opposition
and was given Royal Assent at the end of March.

The New Financing Arrangements - A General Description

The new Federal-Provincial Fiscal Arrangements and FEstablished
Programs Financing Act took effect April 1, 1977. Detailed regulations
under the Act have not yet been published, however. The major provisions
of the new legislation are described below.

Established Programs Financing

Effective April 1, federal cost-sharing for provincial hospital
insurance, medicare and post-secondary education programs was replaced by
a transfer of per capita cash payments and greater income tax responsibility
to the provinces.

The amount of the transfer was established in relation to
provincial cost-sharing receipts in 1975/76. '"Base'" cash and tax transfer
figures were calculated for that year, each roughly equal to one-half
total federal contributions to the health insurance and post-secondary
education programs.

Initiallv, the per capita cash payments for the provinces were
not equal, so a process of "levelling' has been developed to "level up'"
below-average provinces to the national average in the first three years
of the new arrangements and to 'level down" the above-average provinces in
five years, after which all provinces will receive equal payments.

Over time, the per capita payments will be escalated at the rate of growth
of the Gross National Product.

The cash payments will be made subject to certain general conditions
with respect to the maintenance of program standards.
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The major concern of the provincial govermments with respect
to the cash transfers is the adequacy of the Gross National Product
escalator. Unlike the former cost-sharing system, federal contributions
will no longer bear any direct relationship to program costs, and
the federal government will no longer share in any of the risks associated
with possible increasing cost pressures in health and post-secondary
education programming.

The tax transfer provisions of the new arrangements involve a
shift of income tax responsibility from the federal government to the provinces.
The total transfer covers 13.5 percentage points of personal income tax and
1 percentage point of corporation income tax. However, 4.357 percentage points
of personal income tax and the 1 point of corporation income tax had been
transferred earlier (in 1967) as part of the former post-secondary financing
arrangements. Consequently, the net new transfer involved only 9.143%
points of personal income tax.

Retroactive to January 1, basic federal income tax will be reduced
by 9.143% and provincial income tax rates will be converted to levels
sufficient to yield revenues equivalent to the federal reduction, generally
leaving taxpayers unaffected. Under existing federal-provincial tax
collection agreements, provincial income tax rates must be expressed as
percentages of federal basic tax and must be expressed in '"rounded" terms.
Because the provincial rates are expressed in terms of a smaller base, the
required converted rates appear to increase by somewhat more than
9.143 points.

Following is a summary of converted 1977 provincial personal income
tax rates:

Pre-conversion Converted
Province Rate Rate
(% of basic federal tax)
Newfoundland 42.0 -(@)
Prince Edward Island 36.0 50.0
Nova Scotia 38.5 52.5
New Brunswick 41.5 55.5
Quebec -2 -2
Ontario 30.5 44.0
Manitoba 42.5(3) 56.0(3)
Saskatchewan 45.0 58.5(4)
Alberta 26.0 38.5
British Columbia 32.5 46.0

[€D)
(2)
(3)
(4)

Not yet announced; however, arithmetic conversion without rounding is 56.3
Quebec does not express its rate as a percent of basic federal tax
Includes municipal share (2 points before conversion; 2.2 points after)
Rate reduced during conversion

#The :uiti-! faderal proposal calied for a net trvansfer of 8.143 points
In vecember, 1 extra point and an equivalent addition to the cash transfer
were added as a partial offset for the termination of the revenue guarantee.
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Initially, the amount of the tax transfer was calculated in
relation to the province with the highest per capita yield. Since all
provinces receive the same number of points, however, this means that
the yield in other provinces is lower.

To offset a portion of the resulting discrepancy, the federal
government will supplement the tax transfer with equalization
payments designed to assure all provinces per capita revenue yields equal
to the national average. It has also guaranteed that it will make
transitional adjustment payments to all provinces where the value of the
tax transfer plus equalization is not equal to the value of the cash transfer.

All provinces except Ontario will receive transitional adjustment
payments in 1977/78 and most are expected to receive such payments for
several years thereafter. This means, in effect, that fcr smaller provinces
the value of the equalized tax transfer will not grow any faster than the
cash transfer - that is, at the rate of growth of G.N.P. - for the
foreseeable future,while a few larger provinces will realize an early and
growing revenue advantage.

In earlier negotiations, the provinces had pointed out that the
cost to the federal govermment of equalizing the tax transfer in such a way
as to offset this problem (by ensuring all provinces would receive the same
per capita yield as the wealthiest province) would not have been substantially
greater than the projected cost of the arrangements which have been legislated,
at least in the short run. The provincial proposal for equalization '"to the
top" was rejected, however.

A further problem with the tax transfer became evident when the
federal government announced plans to recover an alleged "overpayment"
in respect of the three months at the beginning of 1977 when the old cost-
sharing arrangements were still in effect. Provinces argued that because
of payment scheduling factors, the problem was minimal. However, the federal
legislation provides for a substantial recovery in the initial years of the
new arrangements. The amount of the recovery remains subject to negotiation.

Extended Health Care Financing

In January, 1975 the federal government offered to extend
existing cost-sharing for hospital insurance and medicare to cover certain
alternative care services designed to improve the efficiency and effectiveness
of provincial health care delivery systems.

Subsequently, when negotiations began on general financing
arrangements in 1976, the earlier federal offer was rescinded and replaced
by an offer of a flat $20 per capita payment in respect of extended services.
Provision was made for these per capita payments in the new Established Programs

Financing legislation.
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For Manitoba, the per capita payment system will yield revenues
which may offset previous recoveries from the federal government in respect
of certain other arrangements. However, the yield will be far short of the
amount anticipated 1if the 1975 commitment to extend cost-sharing had been
carried forward.

The new arrangement penalizes provinces such as Manitoba which
have pioneered the development and expansion of lower cost alternative
services such as nursing home care and home care, while it provides a
revenue advantage to some of the larger and wealthier provinces which,
in some cases, have not developed their programs to the same extent as
Manitoba. In effect, the new arrangements discourage efficiency in the
health care field - the exact opposite of their stated purpose.

Equalization

The basic system of provincial tax equalization will remain
unchanged with the new legislation. Equalization payments will continue
to be made to provinces whose tax yields are less than the national average.

However, new limits will be placed on the amount of equalization
payable in respect of natural resource revenues. Starting in 1974/75,
two-thirds of extra oil and natural gas revenues resulting from price
increases after 1973 were excluded from the equalization calculations. In
1977/78, this ceiling will be replaced by a new limit under which only 50%
of all revenues from non-renewable resources will be equalized. A second
ceiling will prevent total equalization in respect of all natural resource
revenue from exceeding one-third of total equalization payments.

Manitoba and several other provinces criticized these limits on
the grounds that their imposition undermined the orinciple behind the
equalization formula. When it was originally established, the formula was
designed to include all provincial "own source" revenues to ensure that
revenue disparities among provinces would not widen over time.

A further modification in the equalization formula will involve

a change in the method used to calculate pavments in respect of school

property taxes. If current proposals remain unchanged, Manitoba's equalization
entitlement in respect of this revenue source will be reduced substantially.

It has been pointed out that when school tax equalization was introduced in
1973, provinces were urged to pass on thc full amount of extra equalization
they received to school divisions and their taxmayers and that Manitoba did

so in good faith, on the assumption that this source of support would continue.

The Income Tax Revenue Guarantee

When the income tax revenue guarantee arrangements were introduced
in 1972 to compensate provinces for revenue losses which they might experience
as a result of adapting their tax systems to conform to federal tax 'reforms"
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implemented that year, most provinces expected - on the basis of federal
assurances at the time - that if substantial guarantee payments were
required, some continuing compensation would be provided beyond the

guarantee arrangements' formal expiry date at the end of 1976.

By the middle of the 5-year term of the guarantee, it had
become obvious that payments to provinces would be very large. In fact, the
payments suggested by the original calculation method imposed by the federal
government were so large that, in 1976, it made a unilateral and retroactive
change in the calculation methodology so as to reduce its remaining commitment.

Subsequently, the federal government refused to continue the
revenue guarantee past 1976 or to offer what the provinces regarded as
adequate alternative compensation.

As noted earlier, the new Fiscal Arrangements and Established
Programs legislation provides 1 point of personal income tax and an
equivalent amount of cash as partial compensation, but this amount is far
lower than would have been received if the guarantee amounts had been
extended. o

A new very limited short-term revenue guarantee has been added,
but this will only apply to personal income tax and only for one year if
the federal government implements substantial reductions affecting provincial
revenues.

In addition to opposing the elimination of the 1972 revenue
guarantee the provinces also expressed concern about the new guarantee.
With greater responsibility for income taxaticn and with the need to rely
on it more heavily to support programs which formerlv were cost-shared,
the provinces' budgetary positions are more vulnerable to possible federal
income tax reductions which could reduce their revenues.

Financial Implications_for Manitoba

Overall, it is estimated that the new federal-provincial arrangements
will mean a revenue shortfall to Manitoba of from $34 million to $70 million
in the 1977/78 fiscal year. The lower figure, $34 million, represents the
certain shortfall relative to 1976/77 Printed Estimates caused by the
termination of the revenue guarantee. The higher figure - $70 million -
represents a loss of potential revenue which would have been received had
the federal government not rescinded an earlier promise of full sharing
for lower cost alternative health services such as nursing homes, had it
not changed the way equalization is calculated for school property taxes,
and had it not decided to effect a recovery of what it alleged were payment
"overlaps" occasioned by the introduction of the new arrangements.
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NOTES FOR A STATEMENT ON THE
CANADIAN ECONOMIC SITUATION AND
FEDERAL BUDGET OPTIONS

Mr. Chairman:

I very much appreciate the fact that you have indicated an interest in receiving
provincial views on the national economy and on some of the major budget options
which are now before your government.

I am especially pleased to have a chance to speak about your upcoming
Budget — since a great deal of the money you now have to spend is money we on
the provincial side still feel should be in our treasuries — or in the pockets of our
taxpayers. But, that aside, we certainly welcome this step towards a consultative
approach to federal economic policy — and towards the kind of open budgeting
process you have talked about, Mr. Chairman, for some time now. I hope to see this
kind of consultation occurring on an ongoing basis, both at the ministerial level and
at the official level, as your policy develops.

There seems to be general agreement about the nature of at least some of the
major economic problems facing us. The Canadian economy has certainly recovered
from its low of almost two years ago, but since then there seems to have been no
in-built strength in any sector to sustain the recovery; the corollary has been very
serious — and worsening — unemployment rates.

The fact that this generalized weakness is common to most developed countries
does not excuse us from attempting to improve this situation. Certainly, weak
exports make resumption of strong growth in Canada more difficult. But since
export demand has, in fact, been stronger than domestic demand, there is
considerable scope for government action.

Export demand, as I say, is weak; but weaker still are consumer expenditures,
government expenditures, and corporate expenditures. Obviously, the Anti-Inflation
Program has had a considerable hand in bringing about this situation, by curtailing
consumers’ incomes, and thus also demand for Canadian products on the one hand,
and sources of government revenue on the other. Most authorities are now calling
for at least some expansionary measures in the near future.

The priority of controlling inflation has been used continuously over the last
year or so as a reason for not attempting to stimulate demand. But if there ever was
good reason for this argument, it is becoming less and less tenable now. Demand
expansion can only be inflationary if the demand cannot be met and so the prices of
scarce resources can be bid up.

But the spare capacity to meet increased demand is increasing steadily. At the
worst of the 1974-75 downturn, unemployment was around the 6% mark, and
industrial capacity utilization was around 90% — indicating a considerable degree of
slack by historical standards. But, by the third quarter of last year, the
unemployment rate was approaching 8% and capacity utilization was down to 85%.

In these circumstances, I fail to see how significant demand expansion could be
inflationary.
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In terms of specific budget options, I would like to deal first with one which
has received considerable attention and has even been put forward by the Chairman
of the Anti-Inflation Board: investment incentives. You indicated at the last First
Ministers’ Meeting, Mr. Chairman, that you could understand corporations not
investing when they are operating so far below capacity. I agree; why use limited
government revenues to pay corporations to increase their spare capacity?

Indeed, there is no obvious reason for having investment incentives at all when
there is so much spare capacity in all sectors. Such incentives, if used at all, should
only be used as temporary measures — to be imposed when capacity shortages are
foreseen, and removed when there is excess capacity — as there is now.

Yet, over the last two decades in Canada, we have seen incentives piled upon
incentives, with the major impact seeming to be the reduction of tax revenues at
both our levels of government. I am told that several independent studies on the
impact of the 1972 incentives indicate that your government’s Tax Measures Review
Committee over-estimated by four times the economic impact of these measures —
and under-estimated the revenue loss; this raises serious doubts about the
effectiveness of investment incentives in the past — even in times of capacity
shortage.

The arguments presented in favour of investment incentives, however, often
tend to concentrate on the need to support corporations’ cash-flow in difficult
times, rather than any need to increase capacity.

In this connection, it is commonly suggested that, in spite of the investment
credits against excess income, the Anti-Inflation Program has discouraged
investment. With corporations’ rates of return on equity in the first three quarters of
1976 averaging 18%, I do not find this argument very convincing.

Further, investment incentives encourage corporations to become more
capital-intensive, by making capital cheap relative to labour. They also encourage the
development of capital-intensive industry, at the expense of the type of industry
which can employ more Canadians.

Since investment incentives are generally introduced as measures to increase
employment, I suggest that the direct approach would be far more preferable. Let
scarce revenues be expended on promoting employment rather than on investment
incentives.

Corporations have been suggesting recently that their cash-flow difficulties arise
from the absence of inflation-accounting, particularly in the calculation of their tax-
liabilities. With regard to capital costs, the problem of risin:; replacement costs is met
for many corporations already by fast write-offs for taxation purposes, as well as’
investment tax credits. To introduce inflation-accounting on top of these provisions
would be superfluous.

While there may be good arguments in favour of inflation-accounting, it should -
not be introduced without a complete overhaul of the corporate tax structure,
which was designed to accord with traditional accounting methods.

Apart from everything else — and perhaps the most important immediate
consideration — any change which further reduces corporate contributions to the
costs of public services automatically means that increased revenues must be raised
from other sources, with probably a greater direct impact on the average Canadian.
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Following the discussion at the last First Ministers’ Meeting, I derived some
small comfort, Mr. Chairman, from your explanation of your hard bargaining stance.
You indicated that you wanted to retain ‘“fiscal freedom of action’. Since this
freedom was gained at the expense of important provincial public services, I would
hope that you will not direct it towards investment-inducing measures whose impact
is questionable at best,

If you are considering a tax cut, I would suggest that consumer demand be the
target. Possibly the best vehicle for putting money in the hands of consumers would
be a tax credit designed to help average and lower income people. In this
connection, I have been encouraged by reports that such a plan — perhaps aimed
partly at offsetting rising energy costs — is under study in your Department.

Since the federal treasury will be saving anywhere from $400 million to $1
billion — and perhaps more — in reduced payments to the provinces under the new
financing arrangements in the next fiscal year alone, this would allow you ‘‘fiscal
freedom” to provide substantial assistance through such a plan.

As things stand now, the only recent beneficiaries of major federal tax
reductions are high income earners who will not have to pay a surtax for 1977 —
involving the federal government in a revenue loss of $115 million. I would strongly
urge that the surtax be reinstated; it was introduced as a measure to promote equity
during the Anti-Inflation Program, and should therefore remain in force at least as
long as that Program is in force. With the revenue thus retained, the total available
for possible distribution in the form of personal tax reductions would be in the
order of $500 million to $1.1 billion.

There is, of course, considerable similarity in concept between this option and
your colleague, Mr. Lalonde’s proposals for an Income Supplementation Program for
the working poor. Since we have seen reports that your government is giving serious
thought to fulfilling its promise to implement such a plan before your current term
expires, perhaps through the income tax system, it may well be that our thinking is
now very much along the same lines. I hope, Mr. Chairman, that you can tell us how
your task force’s work is progressing.

Meanwhile, the federal government is still saving around $300 million a year as
a result of the temporary de-indexing of Family Allowances in 1976. It is worth
noting that this money was apparently earmarked for the promised supplementation
plan at one time,

This kind of general demand stimulation through tax relief would not, of
course, meet all our economic problems. While raising the overall level of economic
activity, it would not necessarily deal with the serious regional disparities in
economic activity. For this reason, we welcomed-the recent injection of funds into
federal employment programs. I am concerned, however, that the amounts of
funding involved were grossly inadequate given the extensive nature of our current
national unemployment problems. The initiative merely represented a partial
recouping of ground lost over the last two years when most of the funding was
pulled out of job-creation programs — in the face of rising unemployment.

I would therefore hope to see further funds devoted to providing employment
in those regions and sectors hardest hit in recent months. There are vast sums —
around $3 billion a year — being given to corporations in the form of investment
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incentives which, as I argued earlier, could more effectively be replaced by measures
to promote employment much more directly. I would further hope that the design
and implementation of the employment programs could be a joint federal-provincial
exercise in a real sense, as they were — to an extent — under the Winter Capital
Works Programs a few years ago. The knowledge and expertise is available at the
provincial level to determine where employment programs are most needed — and
implementation can be expedited most effectively through a joint approach.

The construction industry would be a good conduit for some of these
employment funds in that it has a good reputation as a growth generator. We should
not be smug because of the apparent favourable housing supply situation. In part,
this reflects temporary weak demand for housing because of the slowdown in the
_ rise in personal incomes, and also because of mortgage rates which, despite recent
reductions, are still very high.

The apparent housing glut also masks a continued need for low-income
housing, renewal of the existing housing stock, the provision of community health
and recreation facilities, particularly in urban and rural areas, and so on. I do not
want to quote Mr. Galbraith’s “Affluent Society”, but it could be argued that there
is an almost infinite need for public expenditures, many of them labour-intensive. If
the private sector does not want to use spare capacity in terms of labour and capital,
there is certainly enough need which the public sector could satisfy with that
capacity.

This, then, Mr. Chairman, is our response to the invitation to present the
Manitoba viewpoint on national economic policy. You may note that I have not
touched on the traditional variable of fiscal policy, the ‘“net budgetary position” —
the size of the surplus or deficit. This reflects the view that the economic impact of
government revenues and expenditures is determined more by their composition
than by their relative amounts. For example, I have suggested that expenditures on
promoting employment would be much more effective in the current economic
situation than foregoing corporate taxes to stimulate investment. Here we have an
example, in fact, of an increuse in the size of the government sector which would
provide an inflation-free stimulus. On the other hand, a reduction in federal revenues
by introducing inflation-accounting, or in federal expenditures, by raising the
domestic oil price and thus reducing the oil subsidy, could be inflationary. We all
know, for that matter, that the expected relatively low increase in federal
government revenues and expenditures in 1977/78 as a result of the E.P.F.
settlement will be the result of what is essentially a change in accounting procedure,
and will have no economic significance whatsoever.

My last word of caution, therefore, Mr. Chairman, is that you ignore simplistic
arguments about the merits of particular percentage increases in the federal
government sector. Rather, I would urge you to weigh carefully the relative merits
of different compositions of revenue — collected and foregone — and expenditures,
mindful of the plight of the hundreds of thousands of unemployed Canadians. For
them, the economic problems which we are discussing here in abstract terms are very
real.
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NOTES FOR A STATEMENT ON THE
NEW ESTABLISHED PROGRAMS FINANCING ARRANGEMENTS

Mr. Chairman:

Not much is likely to be accomplished at this meeting by repeating the main
arguments for and against the new “Established Programs Financing Arrangements”
for health insurance and post-secondary education.

For all intents and purposes, that sort of general debate has ended. And, we all
know the results.

Forced into an all-or-nothing, take-it-or-leave-it situation, at the First Ministers’
Conference in December, the provinces had to concede, reluctantly, that no real
choice was opén to them.

Some highly questionable, federally-prepared calculations released at the end of
that meeting suggested that the provinces stand to gain some $680 million in the
next fiscal year under the new arrangements. Unfortunately, the federal arithmetic
ignored the much larger loss of over $1 billion which we face because of the
termination of the revenue guarantee.

But, as I said before, it probably would not be very productive to reopen that
line of argument. It is sufficient to note that the First Ministers’ meeting ended with
a general ‘“‘package’ on the table, but without a number of important details having
been resolved or agreed to.

Clearly, there are a great many ‘‘loose ends’ which have to be sorted out and
settled. And, I understand that the federal government has even introduced some
new elements into the discussions since December — at least one of which could
change the nature of the ‘“package’ in a major way, through a sizeable reduction in
the amounts provinces may expect to receive next year.

Some might say that it’s a little early in the game to be changing the rules, but
that is what almost seems to be happening — and it concerns us — as do several other
questions which remain open. I would like to comment briefly on some of the main
issues which still haven’t been finalized. ’

Equalization

Up until December, we were assured that the proposed new equalization
formula would yield payments in future which would be very similar to those which
would have been made under the old formula. Now, however, there seems to be
some doubt about this. I am told that some updated comparative figures for next
year will be made available to us shortly so that we can assess the differences. I will
"look forward to seeing them.

In December too, several provinces expressed concern about a federal plan to
change the way school property taxes are treated in the equalization formula — a
plan which would mean roughly a $10 million revenue shortfall for Manitoba. I was
encouraged to hear that, at the officials’ level, there has been an indication that this
plan may be set aside in favour of a modified version of the earlier system.
Unfortunately, I understand that a decision may not be made until summer, when
regulations are finalized. It would be helpful if we could receive an undertaking here,
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before the legislation is introduced, that consideration will be given to a system
which will ensure that school tax equalization payments are not reduced in a
significant way.

One final point: we have already made known our concern about the proposed
one-third ceiling on the amount of equalization generated by resource revenues. We
believe that it undermines the basic principle of equalization, and that if it isn’t
needed now, it shouldn’t be included in the new legislation. Recently, our officials
were advised that, according to federal estimates — which include an allowance for
an oil price increase this summer — equalization attributable to resource revenues
will fall to about 26% of total payments next year — considerably below the
projected 29% for this year, and the 33 1/3% level set for the ceiling. If this is
correct, then it seems to substantiate our view that if the ceiling is not necessary for
the immediate future, it should be set aside for consideration if and when
circumstances require it.

The New. Limited Revenue “Guarantee™

Until very recently, it was not widely appreciated that the new, limited, one
year ‘‘guarantee’” of compensation for provincial revenue losses caused by federal
tax changes will be even more limited than it originally appeared. The fact that
provincial income tax losses have to exceed 1% of basic tax before compensation is
paid, and the fact that the compensation will only cover amounts in excess of the

% threshold, suggests that the ‘“guarantee’” may prove to be virtually meaningless.
We believe a lower threshold should be considered.

Provinces will naturally be waiting with interest to see if the new ‘‘guarantee”
will have to be put into effect as a result of the next federal Budget.

The Established Programs Financing Arrangements

The greatest number of outstanding concerns, of course, centre around the new
Established Programs Financing Arrangements.

At our last conference in December, I drew attention to one of them — the
problems associated with the mechanics of transferring tax points to the provinces. I
understand our officials have already had some fairly lengthy discussions of this
question and have identified several areas where difficulties could arise if the transfer
is not ‘“‘finely tuned’’ — including the possibility of:

- some anomalous after-transfer effects for significant numbers of individual
taxfilers, and
— the potential for revenue advantages for the federal government.

Since T assume wec all share the same general objective in this case — that the
tax points should be transferred in such a way as to have no adverse effects on
tax;sayers or on either level of government — I hope that there will be no attempt by
the federal government to rush definitive new legislation into effect before these
concerns are resolved. Since federal officals have confirmed that, given a
clearly-offsetting transfer, there should be no need for payroll deduction changes on
July 1, or at any other time during 1977, we feel there should be ample opportunity
over the next few months to work out the most equitable transfer mechanism
possible.
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Perhaps I should emphasize here that we see no reason why this would
necessitate any delay in making interim payments to the provinces under the new
system. Initial payments can be based on preliminary calculations, and modifications
can be made at a later date when the precise transfer mechanism is finalized.

The payments question is, of course, one of the most complex issues facing us.
We are now told that because the federal government believes there is a danger the
provinces may be over-paid in the first quarter of this calendar year — a period
when, in theory, there is a three-month overlap between the old cost-sharing system
and the new tax and cash transfer arrangements — it wants to deduct perhaps as
much as $800 million from provincial payments for 1977/78, including some $33
million from Manitoba.

Earlier, I referred to the “rules of the game” being changed. It is interesting to
note that no allowance was made for an $800 million deduction in the ‘“‘provincial
gains’” calculations which the federal government released after the December
conference. If such a deduction is taken into account, it alters the ‘‘package”
discussed by the First Ministers in a very substantial way.

There is no question of our arguing for ‘“‘double payments’’. We simply want to
see the transition from the old to the new payment systems implemented in a fair
way.

Regrettably, the problem is a complicated one. It requires harmonization of a
number of different payments schedules and arrangements, some of which date back
to agreements reached five, ten, and even close to twenty years ago.

As I understand it, the federal government has proposed a full recovery of the
value of 13.5 points of personal income tax for the first three months of 1977 —
with deductions to be phased over three years. Such a reduction does not appear
appropriate.

—  Provinces do not receive their income tax payments in the months they
are collected. There is roughly a two month lag. For 1977, payments will
not start until March.

— Of the 13.5 personal income tax points being discussed, the provinces
already have 4.4 points for post-secondary education, and an additional 1
point of the transfer is supposed to represent compensation for the
revenue guarantee. It should have nothing to do with the cost-sharing
payments “‘overlap’’ question.

—  There are already lags in existing cost-sharing payments, and some $111
million in post-secondary cash entitlements are being held back for
1976/77 as a result of a unilateral federal decision announced earlier this
year.

Some suggestions have been put forward to resolve these questions, including
the possibility of a speed-up in our tax collection payments. We are prepared to
consider such suggestions here, but we believe the matter is complex enough that it
may have to be turned over to officials for analysis in more detail than has been
possible up to now.

I would hope that we will also be given an opportunity quite soon to consider
some of the other specific plans for administering the new transfer system. Many of
these issues — such as the establishment of accurate provincial population figures for
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per capita payments — will have important long-term implications for provincial
payments. We do not regard them as insignificant technical matters which can be
resolved after new legislation takes effect.

The Per Capita Offer For Extended Health Services

Over the last few weeks, I understand that two further revisions have been
made to the federal offer concerning “block funding” for extended health services —
initially bringing the offer to $21 per capita, and then, a day or two ago, changing it
again. I have been told as well that a few preliminary officials’ meetings have also
been held to go over some of the specific implications of the offers.

Up to now, our assessment of the proposals in their ever-changing form is that
they are not an adequate replacement for cost-sharing commitments which had
previously been made by the federal government. Our own calculations suggest that
the per capita amounts offered so far would barely offset existing recoveries for
Manitoba. And, they would not come close to matching the support levels that were
anticipated under:

— the 1975 offer to extend hospital and medical care sharing to cover
alternative services, and
— the mid-1976 version of the proposed Social Services Act.

We feel the new offer penalizes provinces such as ours which have pioneered
developments in more efficient alternatives to more costly acute care services —
alternatives, such as our Home Care Program, which have not yet reached a
‘“maturity’’ stage.

Since a number of provinces seem to share many of our concerns, and since the
per capita offer has not been discussed by our colleagues, the Ministers responsible
for Health and Social Development, I would hope that consideration will be given to
putting off the unrealistic February 15 deadline for provincial decisions until after a
full-scale conference can be held for both Health and Welfare Ministers.

I understand that ‘‘omnibus™ legislation to bring most, if not all the new
arrangements into effect, will probably be ready for presentation to Parliament in a
matter of weeks.

I assume that the primary reason for assigning such a high priority to this
legislation is the fact that some of the current arrangements expire at the end of
March.

While I can appreciate that timing is a problem, I think it would be very unwise
to proceed precipitously with detailed new legislation at a stage when so many
important questions remain unresolved. If we can settle a number of these concerns
at this conference, the problem may be less acute. But, if we cannot, I would hope
that the federal government will explore the possibility of using existing legislative
authority — or some form of general enabling legislation — for making interim
payments to the provinces until such time as agreement can be reached on the
outstanding issues.

It would be very difficult for Manitoba, and probably for a number of other
provinces, to give up our formal guarantee of hospital insurance cost-sharing — as
was discussed by the First Ministers in December — without a reasonably clear
understanding that our major concerns — especially those related to the established
programs ‘‘package” — will be settled in an equitable way — as I think the First
Ministers assumed would be the case.
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NOTES FOR A STATEMENT ON THE
ECONOMIC SITUATION

Mr. Chairman:

It is obvious that the problems facing our economy are so serious and so far
reaching that it would be impossible to give them sufficient attention at a meeting
such as this. For this reason, our government is very pleased that national economic
concerns will also have a high place on the agenda for next week’s conference of
First Ministers.

It is clear that both next week’s conference and this one today must deal with
two sets of problems: -

— first, the immediate, critical situation with respect to unemployment and
what we regard as some very serious problems with the Anti-Inflation
Program, and

— second, for the longer term, a wide range of difficult questions concerning
the so-called ‘‘post controls” period.

I will not attempt to deal with all our government’s concerns about these issues
in a single statement here today. I would like to concentrate my remarks at this
meeting on the overall economic situation and on some longer-term considerations. I
have had a separate statement prepared on our government’s detailed concerns about
the current operations of the Anti-Inflation Program and I will table that statement
now.

I would hope that our paper on the Anti-Inflation Program will receive careful
attention from the federal government. It indicates that our government continues
to have serious reservations about the effectiveness and the equity of the way the
controls have been applied.

We hope that changes will be made to rectify these and other problems, but,
based on what we have seen over the past year, we are not optimistic about
significant improvements.

We do not dispute the need for restraint. In fact, we are committed to
continuing to see that restraint policies are applied rigorously in the public sector in
Manitoba.

Turning to other aspects of the economic situation, I recall that, over a year
ago, our government expressed concern that, despite the best intentions for the
Anti-Inflation Program, inadequate attention was being paid at the federal level to
the problem of unemployment. Although one of the ultimate aims of the controls
program was to increase employment in the long run, we argued that it obviously
could not be regarded as a policy to be relied on exclusively in this regard.

Laying aside the merits of the Anti-Inflation Program itself, it seems clear that
overall federal policy is having a restrictive effect on the economy:

—  the unemployment rate is already at 7.6%,
— the so-called recovery is weakening, and
— industry is operating at far lower than full capacity.

We believe that the federal government must take action as soon as possible to
deal with the immediate problems facing us.
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We feel that a special budget should be introduced at the earliest opportunity
and that this budget should involve major new initiatives to create jobs.

Obviously, there are a number of options. Direct expenditures on job creation,
particularly in the area of housing, represent one alternative which our government
has advocated for a number of years. In this connection, we were encouraged by the
recent addition to the funding available for the Local Initiatives Program and various
in-government projects at the federal level. At the same time, we were concerned
that the amount of new funding involved was relatively small given the seriousness
of the current problem. We were also disturbed by indications that only very high
unemployment regions would receive any additional assistance. While we support
selectivity,, we believe that the extent of the current problem is such that more funds
are needed in most parts of the country.

If the federal government were to consider using the tax system to help
stimulate job creation in a new budget, I would hope that any new measures which
were introduced would reflect the work which, we understand, is now going on
within the Department of Finance on the use of tax credits and on the possibility of
integrating the income tax system with various income transfer programs. Qur
government was among the first to introduce tax credits in Canada and among the
first to press for studies on the concept of integration. We would certainly be
pleased to co-operate closely with the Government of Canada in any joint research
on this subject and to share the data that we have accumulated on the effectiveness
and equity of the tax credit measures we have introduced in Manitoba.

While we would support equitable tax reductions, we would be very concerned
if the federal government chose to implement further changes which would involve
major tax advantages to higher income groups. The annual indexing of tax
exemptions and tax brackets continues to work to the advantage of higher income
groups, at enormous cost to both the federal government and the province.

In this connection, we will be very interested to learn what the federal
government's intentions may be with respect to the continuation of its surtax on
higher income groups. e believe the surtax should be continued and strengthened
next year.

One final point on the tax side — we would oppose any further tax incentives
for large corporations. At a Finance Ministers’ meeting earlier this year, our
government raised the issue of the need for a full accounting of the cost of tax
concessions or ‘‘tax expenditures” on the corporate side as is done in the United
States. Since that time, a great deal has been written about this concept and I would
hope that the federal government is giving it careful study. The fact is that most
available evidence suggests fast write-offs and other similar concessions have been far
less effective and far more costly as job creation measures than direct expenditure
programs.

Information included in your Budget earlier this year indicated that the total
deferred corporate income taxes resulting from fast write-offs and other corporate
incentives exceeded $5 billion at the end of 1973 and was growing at close to $1
billion per year. At this rate, it appears safe to assume that the total currently is in
the order of $8 billion — although we would welcome a more up-to-date ‘‘official”’
estimate from the federal government. In our view the high cost of these corporate
incentives at a time when almost 800,000 are unemployed and industry is operating
at 85% capacity, is ample proof of their failure to provide adequate employment
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opportunities in Canada. Accordingly, it would be not only futile but also wasteful
to provide any further tax incentives for large corporations as a means of dealing
with the current unemployment situation.

Finally, we feel that a new budget should not ignore the continuing problem of
oil and natural gas pricing. Mr. Chairman, you recently delivered an address in the
United States in which you expressed very serious concerns about the impact on the
economies of developed countries if there were to be another major intemational oil
price increase. Surely the same concerns must apply with respect to the domestic
economy. I would hope that it is not a foregone conclusion that we will continue to
see domestic prices rising indefinitely, once or twice a year, with no real accounting
of whether the higher prices are having the desired effect in terms of encouraging
new exploration and development.

Of course, as 1 said earlier, our government’s concerns about the economy go
beyond the immediate problems related to high unemployment and the A.I.B. The
events of the past year or so have underscored the importance of a fundamental
examination of how economic policy should be designed and implemented in the
future. One of the major advantages of the Anti-Inflation Program, of course, has
been that it has raised basic issues which must be resolved if we are to have a healthy
economy — and a healthy society.

One clear lesson of the last few years is that, whatever economic policy the
federal government adopts, it will be more successful if it is devised and introduced
in an atmosphere of openness, cooperation, and respect for differing viewpoints.
Virtually all interest groups in our society agree on this, and it is for this reason that
our government welcomed the publication of the discussion paper, ‘“‘The Way
Ahead”, as a starting point for such an approach.

I would hope that we can have some preliminary discussions at our meeting
today about where our economy should go from here. Then, presumably, the
subject can be dealt with in more detail by our First Ministers next week.

The federal discussion paper advocated, and I quote, ““The continuing search
for a more productive and constructive basis for federal-provincial relations' and
“more effective federal-provincial consultative mechanisms”. These are both
commendable objectives and ones which we support fully. We hope some
alternatives for achieving these goals can be explored here today.

Of course, some interesting possibilities are already apparent. Around the time
of the last Federal Budget, various federal ministers spoke about the need for a new,
more open approach to budgeting, with prior discussion of options and directions. It
would be interesting to know if the federal government has had any further thoughts
on this possibility.

A specific opportunity for consultation and cooperation which we believe
would promote a more unified view of the economy would be in the area of
economic forecasting. A valuable start has been made through one of our officials’
groups — The Economic Data Sub-Committee — but much more could be done on
an ongoing basis and should be done as an essential part of the discussion of where
our economy should go from here.

In this connection I understand that reports have circulated recently which
indicate that the federal government may be considering a large-scale national
conference on post-controls sometime in 13977 which would involve labour, business,
the provinces, and, of course, the federal government. \WWithout commenting on the
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possible advantages or disadvantages of such a conference, I do think that, over the
next year, it seems imperative that there be a thorough examination by all interested
groups of the options which are open to us in the years ahead.

To assist in such consultations, Manitoba would like to propose that the federal
government and the provinces join in a concerted effort to develop — within three to
six months — a detailed technical assessment of the major policy options open to us
for the next five to ten years, along with forecasts of the impact of adopting various
alternatives.

Some of the best economists in Canada are employed in our federal and
provincial governments and, over time, we have developed probably the best
capacities for forecasting and analysis of policy alternatives which are available in
Canada. What we are suggesting is that these resources be put to use on a joint basis
in an intensive study which would involve forecasting, costing out specific
medium-term options, and so on.

The results of this study could be presented as a joint working paper to officials
of the labour movement, to business, and to the general public for comment. The
material would be ‘‘neutral” in the sense that it would represent shared technical
responsibility. It would offer a real chance for consultation and a real test for the
cooperative approach to policy development. The exercise would not represent
government planning per se, but it would involve part of what planning is all
about — that is, it would be a start towards rational policy making. It would faster
the kind of consultation we want to encourage and would give Canadians a far more
complete picture of the options before them than has been possible up to now.

I will look forward to hearing the views of the federal government and the
other provinces on this proposal.
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NOTES FOR A STATEMENT ON THE
FISCAL ARRANGEMENTS AND SHARED-COST PROGRAM FINANCING

Mr. Chairman:

The provincial position statement on the fiscal arrangements and shared-cost
programs which was presented to you by the Treasurer of Alberta represents the
result of a concerted effort by the provinces to find common ground in our
negotiations and, wherever possible, to accommodate the concerns which have been
expressed by the federal government about current financing arrangements.

It is no secret that our position was developed after we were given a fairly clear
idea — unofficially, of course — of the terms which the federal government was
likely to propose for a settlement. So — the sincerity of our effort to accommodate
the federal position should be obvious from the similarities in the details of our
suggestions.

It is important to emphasize very strongly, however, that the joint provincial
position involves major concessions by the provinces — and certain obvious
budgetary risks. It is by no raeans an “optimum” position from Manitoba’s
viewpoint. And, it is probably fair to say that no province regards it as an ‘“‘ideal”
solution. It is very much a compromise and, for Manitoba, represents an absolute
minimum set of conditions for new financing arrangements.

Even if these minimum conditions were agreed to, we believe they could still
represent a significant degree of retrenchment by the federal government and could
involve, as I said earlier, major losses — or risks of losses — for the provinces.

The Revenue Guarantee

For example, the four points of personal income tax which the provinces
believe are necessary as compensation for the termination of the revenue guarantee
arrangements represent a minimum figure which would still leave us with substantial
revenue losses in future years. The appropriate compensation total for next year will
be around five points — and in future years even more. But — we are only arguing
for four.

In effect, the provinces are simply asking that our present share of the income
tax field be returned roughly to where it was in 1971, before “tax reform”’ reduced
our proportion. We are not asking for a greater share — only the share that the
current revenue guarantee payments prove is rightfully ours.

And, of course, we still face the problem of the current guarantee arrangements
and the revenue losses resulting from a retroactive change in the formula. As I
understand it, the federal government has made a slight increase recently in its
estimates of provincial entitlements under the ‘‘side-by-side’’ calculation method —
the method it wants to adopt to replace the “econometric’’ method, which it
imposed in the first place. But, I also understand that the entitlement figures derived
from this latter method are still significantly higher.

Our province believes that the federal government continues to have a moral
obligation to move towards a fair compromise settlement of the retroactivity
problem. It is not enough to assert that the new calculation methodology is
significantly more accurate than the old one. Our technical people have debated that
issue for some time, and it now seems clear that there is no ‘right” or “wrong”
formula.
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The simple fact is that if the federal government is not prepared to move
towards compromise on the retroactivity question, and if it does not provide
satisfactory compensation for the termination of the guarantee, then all provinces
will face very serious revenue losses next year. If tax increases result, then the
federal government will be responsible. It will be appropriating revenues which are
rightfully the provinces’ and, in so doing, could realize a windfall of close to $1
billion at the expense of provincial taxpayers in 1977 alone. We continue to believe
that the federal government has profited from ‘“‘tax reform”, while the provinces
have lost. There is already plenty of evidence to support this contention, and if an
adequate settlement is not reached on the revenue guarantee issue, our case will be
even more clear.

Equalization

Turning to the renewal of the equalization arrangements, it is important, I
believe, to point out, as the joint provincial position paper did, that the current
federal proposal only represents the provinces’ preference from among a rather
limited list of options offered for our consideration. In other words, the current
proposal is the “‘best” of a not-particularly-attractive set of alternatives.

Of course, we are relieved that the federal government did not choose to
propose a drastic change in the formula —a change which might have cut provincial
entitlements dramatically. But, we are nevertheless concerned that some of the
so-called ‘“‘technical” changes it is now suggesting will have very important long-term
implications — both with respect to the levels of payments flowing to the less
wealthy provinces, and in respect of the principles underlying the equalization
formula.

Up until a few years ago, all provincial revenues from the provinces’ own
sources were included in the equalization formula in accordance witl: one of the
basic principles which the federal government outlined when it first adopted the
present arrangements — that is, that all provinces should be guaranteed revenues
from all provincial sources which are at least equal to the national average. This was
felt to be essential to guarantee that every province had the budgetary capacity to
provide reasonably comparable services at reasonably comparable rates of taxation.

But, in 1974, after oil and natural gas revenues began to increase, the federal
government imposed an arbitrary limit on the amount of new revenues from these
sources to be included in the formula. It argued that if such a limit were not
imposed, ultimately the costs of the program could prove prohibitive.

Now, what first was presented as an “‘emergency’’ measure, designed to prevent
sudden and dramatic increases in costs, is being put forward — with some
modifications — for permanent embodiment in the formula. The proposal to
equalize 50% of all resource revenues is no less arbitrary than the earlier limit on oil
and gas revenues — and it is no more defensible in terms of the fundamental
principles upon which the program was based. The result, quite clearly, will be
growing disparities between the budgetary capacities of the above and below average
provinces — a problem the equalization formula — in its original form — was
supposed to help resolve.

Another so-called “technical” change proposed for the equalization
arrangements involves the treatment of school property taxes. A few years ago,
school property taxes were added to the equalization formula, with the suggestion
that provinces utilize the additional funds to assist local governments and local
taxpayers in their jurisdictions. All provinces welcomed this change, and I assume all
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provinces made certain — as Manitoba did — that every penny of the additional
funds — and more — went, either directly or indirectly, toward relieving local taxes.
Now, however, I am told that a new method is being proposed to calculate school
property tax equalization, and that the result could be a substantial drop-off in some
provinces’ entitlements in respect of this revenue source. For Manitoba, I understand
that the impact may be a reduction in school tax equalization from the present level
of over $10 million to a level which is well under $1 million.

I find it extremely difficult to understand how the federal government could
seriously contemplate such a change at a time when local governments across the
country are expressing growing concern about their budgetary problems. 1 would
hope that before any changes along these lines are finalized, there will be further
consideration at the federal level and further discussions among our officials.

The Established Programs Financing Proposal

Turning now to the established programs financing proposal itself, I feel it is
essential to emphasize again that the joint provincial position on this subject
represents a major compromise and accommodation on the part of the provinces.

Even with equalization of the tax points to the yield of the top province —
something which the provinces agree on unanimously — there would still be risks
involved for the provincial governinents under the proposed new arrangements.

Our government is very suspicious of the forecasts prepared by the federal
government which purport to show that the provinces would receive more money
under the new arrangements than under the current arrangements starting next year.
As a former Health Minister, I recall very clearly, as I assume most others here do,
that precisely the same kinds of assertions were made by the federal government
only a few years ago when it was trying to “sell’’ the provinces a tax point and cash
proposal for Hospital Insurance and Medicare which came to be known as the
“Lalonde-Turner Formula”. After a long period of double-digit inflation, most
provinces, I think, are now very relieved that they decided to reject that particular
offer. :

I think provincial ministers will also remember some other ‘‘humbers games”
earlier this year. I have already discussed the revenue guarantee issue, but there was
also the $111 million cutback in post-secondary cash advances for 1976/77. 1
understand that assurances still haven’t been given that this cutback will be rectified
this year.

I have studied the most recent federal forecasts quite carefully, and I have
become increasingly concemed about them. With growing pessimism now evident in
most economic forecasts, I wonder if our people should not look again — very
carefully — at some of the assumptions they were making about revenues and
program trends up to only a few months ago.

If our concerns are borne out, and if provincial program costs do increase more
quickly than the optimistic federal forecasts suggest, then we could well face some
serious revenue losses. In this connection, [ recall that the federal govemment
recognized this potential problem in 1973 when it proposed that a specific
“risk-sharing” factor be added to the ‘“Lalonde-Turner’’ proposal to which I referred
earlier. At the time, we felt the proposed risk-sharing formula was inadequate, but at
least the problem was acknowledged. In the current proposal, it has been forgotten.
Our province would feel a great deal more comfortable about accepting new
arrangements if a risk-sharing factor were added. Obviously, no one here can forecast
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precisely what will happen to program costs in the next few years. We do not even
know yet what will happen to the Anti-Inflation Program, but we do know it is
scheduled to be terminated nationally by the end of 1978. If there were to be a
major surge in program costs during the period, the new arrangements proposed by
the federal government could cause the provinces to have to face the burden almost
entirely on their own.

We feel that if the federal government is confident about the accuracy of its
arguments that provinces will gain under its proposed new arrangements, it should
have no reason to fear the inclusion of a guarantee that provincial revenues in future
will be no less than they would have been under current cost-sharing arrangements.

Of course, one protective factor in our favour is a guarantee of full cost-sharing
under existing Hospital Insurance arrangements until mid-1980. The potential
importance of this guarantee should not be underestimated, and any new or
transitional arrangements must take it into account.

In a related matter, I believe the provinces will have to look with particular care
at the most recent addition to the federal proposal — that is, the tax and cash
alternative to the cost-sharing which had previously been promised for lower-cost
alternative health services. Our province had already accepted the cost-sharing offer
and was anxious to see the new measures implemented — particularly since we had
been advised as long ago as January, 1975 that money was in the federal Budget for
them.

As I understand it, the new federal offer envisions the termination of some
federal contributions under the Canada Assistance Plan for such services and some
redirection of support through the proposed new social services legislation. Because
of the complexities involved, I am concerned that we not rush too quickly into a
decision. Quite clearly, we are dealing here with programming which, in theory at.
least, is supposed to represent the kinds of measures we should be implementing in
order to reduce future program cost escalation in the health field. It is essential that
it be funded on a sound basis. Recalling the ‘‘Lalonde-Turner’ proposal once again,
it is important to remember that, under that plan, the federal government promised
significant “thrust funds’’ to encourage new programming of this type. As I recall,
the amount of the thrust funds was supposed to be in excess of $600 million for five
years. Now we are told that the new offer should yield a much smaller amount —
perhaps $200 million to $400 million on a net basis over a similar period.

I should point out that there are major questions in our minds as to the
adequacy of this amount. For example, I understand the figure was worked out
some time ago in 1974 dollars. I am also told that our own province’s expectations
for sharing under the extended options, coupled with the C.A.P. replacement funds
we stand to lose for nursing homes, far exceed the value of the cash and tax offer.
We could stand to lose $15 to $20 million a year at least.

I would hope that there will be an opportunity soon for discussions between -
federal and provincial health and social development departments in order to clarlfy
the implications of this new addition to the federal offer. .

Finally, I would like to deal with the question of the sort of administrative
arrangements required to achieve a possible transfer of tax points from the federal
government to the provinces. Our experience at the end of 1971 with the ‘‘tax
reform” income tax rate conversion problem proved to all provinces, I think, that it
is not necessarily a simple matter to adjust provincial tax rates in light of federal
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changes. There can be a number of technical difficulties, and, again, I think it would
be wrong to attempt to hurry the process unduly.

Of course, I can well appreciate why the federal government would be anxious
to move quickly on a transfer, since they may well hope to get credit for a “‘cut” in
their own taxes, a ‘‘cut’ in their expenditures, and ‘“increased’ transfers to the
provinces, while the provinces take on new taxation responsibility for programs
which formerly were financed in a greater degree through the federal treasury. A
number of provinces have made the point that we are not afraid of taking more
direct responsibility through a tax transfer, but we want to make certain that the
transition is achieved fairly, with no anomalous situations for individual taxpayers. I
am told that there have been virtually no discussions among our officials on this
matter and that, in any case, it is now too late for tax collections to be adjusted for
the beginning of 1977. Clearly, there is a need for technical discussions on this
subject, and fortunately, there appears to be ample time for a thorough review of
the options.

We would also like to begin discussions very soon on the tax collection
agreements — a subject which has been somewhat neglected in our negotiations over
the past few months. We believe that if the provinces are to take on a larger
responsibility for income taxation under new arrangements, they also have a right to
expect greater responsibility for decision-making with respect to the structure of the
income tax. At the present time, the provinces still have relatively little flexibility in
relation to setting tax rates, and they can do nothing about the tax base under our
income tax collection agreements. We would like to see this question opened at an
early date and feel it should be discussed at the same time as we are considering
mechanisms for transferring tax points.

I will look forward to hearing the views of other Ministers on these matters.
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