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head: Committee of the Whole

8:00 p.m.

[Mr. Tannas in the chair]

THE CHAIRMAN: Good evening. I'dliketo call the Committee of
the Whole to order.

Bill 18
Alberta Personal Income Tax Act

THE CHAIRMAN: Any further questions, comments, amendments?
The hon. Member for Edmonton-Glenora.

MR. SAPERS: You saw me out of the corner of your eye, Mr.
Chairman.

THE CHAIRMAN: | surely did.

MR. SAPERS: Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Just before
theclock ran out prior to 5:30 thisafternoon, | was making comment
about children and familiesliving in poverty and relating the picture
in the face of poverty to the rationale for fair tax policy. The
argument, of course, isthat Bill 18 isnot fair tax policy, in fact very
unfair, very biased towards one category of income tax filers and
against another and that it's not saved, it's not rescued by the
amendments that are before us.

The amendment bringing the rate down to 10.5 percent and
increasing the personal exemption to $12,900 is redly just the
government’s attempt to diminish the negative impact that it felt
from being quite frankly outdone by the federal government in its
last budget and the tax reforms that have come courtesy of the
federa Liberal government in Ottawa. If the government had stuck
toitsorigina flat tax plan, many categories of income tax payersin
Alberta would have ended up paying much more under the Klein
proposal than they would have if they had just left things alone.

So what we now have is a not too well camouflaged attempt on
the part of the provincial government to save face and try to pretend
that itsgoal all alongwasto bring tax relief when really al it wanted
to do was bring about a changein the structure and how it collected
tax. Sothisamendment, as| say, really doesn’'t do much. It'sfairly
transparent; you can seeright through it. Y ou can see that what the
government was trying to do was just make themselves |ook better
asthey play catch-up with the federal government.

I think where | |eft off in my comments this afternoon was just
making the point that even though thereisamyth or it’'s popular to
believe that most impoverished children are living in single-parent
households, most particularly those households where a mother is
the single parent, theredlity isthat there are nearly three-quarters of
amillion poor childrenlivingin two-parent families, 730,000 living
intwo-parent familiesas opposed to about 673,000 livinginfamilies
where the head of the household isasingle woman. So most of the
children living in poverty, in fact, areliving in two-parent families.
Again, Mr. Chairman, the tax policy that’s being proposed by this
government will do nothingto bringrelief tothat particular situation.

Mr. Chairman, theworking poor in this country have not been the
beneficiaries of a coherent tax policy, and this is not just at the
provincial level. | will say that thefederal government over the last
couple of decades has some making up to do as well. It was
particularly bad for families and poor children during the Mulroney

era, and the federal Liberals, | think, could be more aggressive, but
that notwithstanding it is the provincial government policy whichis
really the focus of our discussion tonight.

| will say that great claims have been made about job creation and
unemploymentin Alberta. It’ sinteresting to notethat the unempl oy-
ment rate continues to go down but that child poverty remains
relatively constant. In Canada, for example, in 1994 the child
poverty rate stood at 19.5 percent of al children, one in five
approximately. The unemployment rate was about 10.4 percent.

Now, the unemployment rate has come down. By 1997 the
unemployment rate had dropped more than a full point — it was
down to 9.2 percent — but child poverty, Mr. Chairman, had
remained relatively constant. It did go up alittle bit; it was at 19.8
percent. In fact, if you look at the distribution between 1991 and
1997, the child poverty rate barely fluctuated at all whereas the
unemployment rate, as |’ ve said, has continued to go right down.

Mr. Chairman, as you begin to delve a little deeper into the
reasonswhy thisgovernment based on itsideol ogy may befavouring
the wealthy with tax policy and ignoring therest, | think you haveto
understand that this government has worshiped at the idol of a
couple of other trickle-down theorists, in particular in the United
Kingdom and in the United States of America. What we know is
that many of the Reagan and Thatcher policies have been reversed
by their respective governments that are currently in place. None-
theless, it seems that this particular government of Albertais stuck
alittle bit in the past and wants to try to repeat some of the experi-
mentation that was done in those other jurisdictions.

John Kettle, in the Globe and Mail on November 9, 1998, put it
thisway. Hesaid:

Since the Reagan and Thatcher years, the ideal of a more equitable
economy — one that spreads wealth more evenly throughout society
—haslost its popularity. Welive in an age of economic Darwinism,
where the survival of the financialy fittest is the religion.
Mr. Chairman, | don’t think that describes the kind of society that a
responsible government would want to try to build. However, it
seems to describe the kind of society that a government that’s more
concerned about power than policy would beinterested in pursuing.

Mr. Chairman, well-known economist John Kenneth Galbraith in
hismost recent book entitled The Good Soci ety wrote thefollowing:

The good society does not seek eguality in the distribution of
income. Equality is not consistent with either human nature or the
character and motivation of the modern economic system. As all
know, people differ radically in their commitment to making money
and alsoin their competencein doing so . . . However, this does not
lessen the need for a clear view of the forces controlling the
distribution of income and of factors forming attitudes thereon.

Mr. Chairman, the government in Alberta seemsto have not paid
any attention to that last caution as written by Galbraith. This
government doesn’t have a clear view of the forces controlling the
distribution of income, and they seem to care less. It seemsto me
that what this government focuses on is how to maintain the status
quo. Putting it in a popular way, it seems that the government of
Alberta would be very happy to see the rich getting richer and the
poor staying that way.

| think that tax policy, as|’ vesaid before, at itsvery heart must be
fair, and since all tax policy does talk about the redistribution of
wealth, why would we continueto reinforceinequities and inequali-
ties when we have an opportunity to make positive changes in the
lives of the vast mgjority of peopleinstead of only paying attention
of the needs of the very few?

Every year the United Nationscompilesareport called the Human
Development Report. The 1997 edition of that report looked at the
richest 20 percent and the poorest 20 percent of the populationin all
developed nations. As Mel Hurtig writes in his book Pay the Rent
or Feed the Kids:
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In terms of the gap between the two, Canada has a worse record in
distribution of income than, among others, France, Norway,
Netherlands, Japan, Finland, New Zealand, Sweden, Spain, Bel-
gium, Australia, United Kingdom, Germany, Denmark, Italy, and
Israel. Only in the United States and Switzerland was there awider
gap.
Mr. Chairman, when | read that, | didn’'t believe it, and | went and
pulled acopy of the UN report, and | confirmed their findingsin my
own mind. | find it to be quite shocking that not only is this
distribution between the rich and the poor, the gap, tremendously
broad; the chasm is growing wider almost day by day.

8:10

It's immediately apparent in Alberta, Mr. Chairman, when you
look at some of the expansion in the local economiesin placeslike
Grande Prairie or Fort McMurray or even Calgary and Edmonton.
You don’t have to drive very far, you don't have to walk very far
through neighbourhoods to see examples of great wealth, almost
bordering on lavish weslth, and then you can just look over your
shoulder, and you can see staggering poverty.
| say staggering poverty quite on purpose. | was amazed at my
last visit in Calgary in particular, Mr. Chairman, to actually see a
scenethat thelast time | saw it waswalking about eight blocks away
from the White House in Washington, D.C., where | saw a young
couple and a child who couldn’t have been more than two years old
actually seeping under plastic in sleeping bags on the air vent of a
building. | never thought that | would see that in Calgary, and on
my last visit to Calgary as | was walking between some downtown
buildings, | saw ayoung couple—now, they didn’t have a baby with
them; they had adog — in what looked like almost a semipermanent
residence in alittle space between two buildings and one of those
dumpsters, and there was a piece of plastic that had been spread
across so that they actualy had a bit of a windbresk as well. |
thought | wouldn't seethat. In any case, Mr. Chairman, it exists.
The UN report that | referenced just aminute ago in commenting
on thisdisparity in wealth and the economi ¢ theory which suggested
—1 think it was Kennedy who said, “ A rising tidelifts all the boats.”
Well, the UN report in commenting on that said:
A rising tide of wealth is supposed to lift al boats. The yachts and
ocean liners are indeed rising . . . but the rafts and rowboats are
taking on water and some are sinking fast.

| think that describes the worry that | have as well.

Over the past two decades Canada sGDP hastripled. Despitethis
growth in our real economic output, during this same period child,
individual, and family poverty have increased substantially.

Thereisan economist by the name of Ross Finnie at the Queen’s
University school of social policy. He completed astudy in July of
1997 on the subject of poverty for Human Resources Devel opment
Canada. Hefound in his study:

Thereis now substantial empirical evidence that suggests that there
has been an increase in earnings inequality in Canada . . . Those at
the upper end of the earnings distribution [are] doing relatively
better than before, those at the bottom faring more poorly, and [there
has been] a general “hollowing out” of the middle.

Furthermore, the widening of the distribution of earnings has
occurred as average earnings levels have remained effectively
stagnant, meaning that those in the lowest reaches of the distribution
appear not only to be doing relatively worse than previously, but
have in some cases experienced absolute declines as well.

Mr. Chairman, to relate that back to the amendment that’s before
us, if you read any of the studies, even the onesthat have been tabled
by the Acting Provincial Treasurer, for example the Shapiro study,
all the credible work that’s been done on single-rate or flat taxes
leads to one conclusion. These are the studies that are either for or
against single-rate tax schemes. They lead to the same conclusion,

that any single-rate pushes the tax burden into the middle.

Now, some economists will say, “Well, that’s okay,” and other
economists will say that it's not. | tend to agree with that second
group. But no matter what, those for and those against the single-
rate or flat taxes make that same observation. Of course, when you
know that the tax burden gets pushed into the middle and then you
match that up with this finding that those in the middle have had
their earnings, inthewordsof thisauthor, “ hollowed out” or become
stagnant, then you know that you' re doing a great disservice to the
bulk of income earners and taxpayers in this province.

Mr. Chairman, another study in terms of determining the gap
between the rich and the poor is to look at income before transfers
and payments and the income share that is shared out across the
population distribution. If you break that distribution into quintiles,
what you find isthat as of 1996 the top 20 percent of income earners
received over 71 times the market income of the lowest 20 percent,
a staggering distribution again lending credibility to the finding of
the United Nations that ranked Canada so poorly in terms of the
income distribution gap.

Over the time period between 1980 and 1996, 80 percent of
Canadian familieslost market incomeinreal terms, if you adjust for
1996 dollars, while the top 20 percent gained. Mr. Chairman, what
we're seeing is a picture of wealthy Canadians doing quite well,
thank you very much, and getting wealthier astime goeson. Thisis
in spite of some of the rhetoric we have heard that there must be tax
relief for therich or elsetheir capital will take flight, that there must
be tax relief for the rich or else they will stop investing, that there
must betax relief for the weal thiest or el sethey won’t be productive.
That just doesn’t seem to bethe case at all, at least not according to
any of the credible statistics that we've seen. I'll just repeat this.
The 20 percent, those in the top quintile of income earning in terms
of families, not just individuals but families, actually had againin
terms of market income and market share, and the other 80 percent
of Canadians had a decline over the same time period. It would be
responsible, | think, of the Acting Provincia Treasurer to try to back
up some of hisclaimsabout brain drain and productivity and capital
flight and investment, because what we can see is that there is
another picture.

Mr. Chairman, | have, | guess, just a couple of minutes |eft this
time around, and I’m going to take an opportunity, obvioudly, to
come back and talk more about the nature of poverty, the distribu-
tion of wealth, and the impact that tax policy has. Maybe I'll end
with this particular point. It was made by an employee of Stats
Canadawho in a1997 article wrote:

The red earnings of lower-paid males fell by 13 per cent over the

1980s and by 9 per cent between the mid-1980s and mid-1990s,

while the earnings of higher-paid males rose over the same period.
That was an article published by Garnett Picot in Canadian Business
Economics, inthefal 1997 edition. | think that article has summed
up well the point I’'m making about the growing gap in income
distribution.

Mr. Chairman, | know that you' re about to ring the bell. 1 will try
to make one further point while we're still on the clock.

According to Statistics Canadain the following year, in 1998, the
poorest of the poor, the lowest decile, thelowest 10 percent, lost the
most, while the top earners gained the most. In fact, there was an
11.4 percent decrease in terms of real annua earningsin the lowest
decile while there was areal gain of 5.5 percent in the top.

Mr. Chairman, the statistics are almost endlessin terms of making
the point that in spite of everything we' ve heard about the damage
that tax policy has done to the real income and earning potentials of
wealthy Canadians, the facts are that they continue to do very well.
Now, I’'m not arguing for the status quo. 1'm not suggesting there
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shouldn’t be tax reform. In fact, | think I've made it very clear in
my earlier comments on both this bill and on its sister hill, Bill 19,
that | amall in favour of meaningful and sustainable tax reform and
tax relief. | just don’t want to seethat relief come only to those who
are dready doing very well in this economy and at the expense of
the hopes and dreams and the opportunities of those who are not
gaining the same advantages. This familiar pattern of the rich
getting richer and the poor staying the same is something we should
be trying to do something about instead of trying to entrench even
deeper.

So | will passthefloor at that point, and when | have an opportu-
nity to rise again, | will continue dealing with income distribution
and the effect that it has on the life of Canadians and the impact that
tax policy can have to help address some of these inegualities.

Thank you.

8:20

THE CHAIRMAN: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Rutherford.. . .
Sorry. The hon. Member for Calgary-Fort, followed by the hon.
Member for Edmonton-Rutherford. | just had three people standing
there, which isthe point that we' ve made before. When you have a
bunch of people standing, it is hard to find someone who may be
wishing to speak. So my apologies, Calgary-Fort.

MR. CAO: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. WEe' ve spoken timeand time
again about the Alberta advantage. We have promoted it. We have
gone to great lengths to create an economic climate that would
attract the best and the brightest minds, industries, and individuals
that will contribute to that advantage. In fact, we are attracting
people from higher tax provinces al over Canada. However, the
problemisthat we are in the global economy. We cannot afford to
stay put within our province, our borders. We are in competition
with places like the United States for these people. High taxes and
bracket creep are thingsthat are not only punishing these people but
punishing Canada as a whole, because we're losing these talented
people to places like the United States of America. We can't do
anything about the two-thirds of income taxes that go to the federal
government, but we can do something about the Alberta income
taxes.

You know, in my constituency there's a fellow who has really
done well for himself in his life despite the fact that he came from
very poor roots. | mean, scraping up a coin for a telephone call
would bean issueto him, but heworked hard and opened abusiness.
He had his fair share of tough times and close calls, as anyone who
has started a business probably knows. But now things are really
taking off, and he's making a lot of money for himself and his
family. Ontop of hissuccess, hiswife hashad araise, and now they
have extra cash to do things they haven’t been able to afford before.

So, as you can imagine, this man came to me after tax season last
year with quite abit to say about what he's paying. Hisconcernis,
I’'m sure, the same as we' ve heard from alot of people, that a huge
chunk of what they’ ve worked hard for goes straight to the federal
and the provincial governments, and alot of thisis because bracket
creep pushed him into a higher tax bracket. He wonders why he
would bother to stay here when he can go to places like Texas and
keep more of the money he actually makes.

A common argument isthat people should stay in Canadabecause
of the quality of life here. Y ou know, the extra money that knowl-
edgeable workers saved in taxes in the United States can go along
way to buying the quality of lifethey enjoy there. That’ sthereality.
When you |ose ahuge amount of money that you pay directly to the
government, you consider your quality of lifein termsof money that
you'd be ableto keep in your pocket and what you could do with all
that extra cash.

So Bill 18 will do alot not only to attract people to this province
but to keep them here. It unhooks from the federal system to a
single-tax rate at 10.5 percent.

AN HON. MEMBER: How much?

MR. CAO: At 10.5 percent, alow one. It eliminates bracket creep.
That's the most important thing. Now, | know that the argument
across the way is that it benefits those at higher income tax levels.
Wéll, it doesn’'t benefit this income group exclusively, but | don’'t
see why we would make sure we exclude them. Tax expressed asa
percentage of income is not the whole picture. The amount of tax
payment is the bottom line.

The fact is that the highest earning 1 percent of tax filers pay 21
percent of thetotal taxes. The highest earning 5 percent of tax filers
pay 40 percent of the total taxes. The highest earning 10 percent of
tax filers pay 52 percent of total taxes. Those are some pretty eye-
opening numbers. What’ smore, these are often the peoplewho have
the greatest ability to find jobs south of the border if they find that
it works better for them financially.

So these people pay all thismoney in taxes, and on top of it all the
current system punishes them for their hard work by pushing them
into higher tax brackets. The morethey make, whether it’s because
they get a raise for their hard work or earn more because their
business is finally taking off or have to work a whole bunch of
overtimeto pleasetheir new boss, the fact isthat the tax man comes
in and takes more.

So what happensin our globa economy freedom? People leave.
Why stay in acountry where government actually preventsyou from
getting ahead in life? Why do this when right south of the border is
acountry where they can take home more of their hard-earned cash
to their families? Thisisthe brain drain we' ve been trying hard to
stem. We pay to train these people, educate them, create a mass of
skilled and intelligent people who can help to create a strong and
vibrant economy, and then we put them into a tax system which
drives them to the United States or to other countries. So we never
actually reap the benefits of the training skills we' ve provided for
them.

Bill 18 is going to create a tax climate that will really be an
incentive to keep these people here as well as attract other highly
skilled peopleto this province. That’sthe Alberta advantage we're
really trying to create, and for that | thank you.

THE CHAIRMAN: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Rutherford.

MR. WICKMAN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. We have the amend-
ment in front of usthat dealswith the two aspectsrelating to Bill 18,
the increase in the personal exemption and the reduction in the flat
tax from 11 percent to 10.5 percent. Let’'s take a look at the two
components of that amendment.

The increase in the personal exemption to $12,900: that’s good.
| applaud that. | applaud any increase in the personal exemption
because what it does is give benefit to the people that need the
greatest benefit of all. When wetalk in terms of the variousincome
categoriesin Alberta, nobody deserves a bigger break than those at
the lower end. The increase in the personal exemption in itself, of
course, does benefit those people, and the federal treasurer, Paul
Martin, in his budget recognized that. He increased the personal
exemption and eliminated the sin of bracket-creep taxation. Soin
effect the provincial government really had no alternative but to
make the adjustments to Bill 18 because of what the federal
government had done when Paul Martin brought down his budget.

If we go back to February of thisyear, when the federal treasurer
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announced when he was going to be bringing down the budget, of
course there was a scramble on the government side. They wanted
to get out their so-called good newsfirst, so they wanted to jump the
gun. Well, they jumped the gun. They made their announcement,
but in the processthey ended up kind of looking alittlefoolishin the
sense that suddenly they realized, after Paul Martin did his thing,
that they had not gone far enough, so they were forced to take
measures. In effect, as much as | applaud the increase in the
persona exemption, if thegovernment isinsistent on aflat tax —and
it appears obvious that they’re going to ram this through — then |
guessthelower that flat tax is, the better it isfor Albertansfrom that
point of view, but it’ s still wrong. It still makesit very, very wrong.
It makes it wrong because the whole principle behind Bill 18 is so
unfair.

8:30

When welook at fairness and we look at what the amendments as
appliedin Bill 18 accomplish in terms of the 10.5 percent flat tax in
particular, we look at those that are going to gain the greatest
benefit. Now, the former speaker brought some statsto our attention
about a certain percentage of income earners paying a certain
percentage of the overall tax burden, and that’ strue. It’svery true.
It's no different than when you own a half-million-dollar house;
you' re going to pay agreat deal more property tax than the guy who
owns a $100,000 house, and that’s only fair. You know, we'rein
this society, we're in this system where we recognize we have an
obligation, aresponsibility to share the wedlth, to spread the wealth
out somewhat because we can’t allow a small number of people to
control a growing amount of that wealth that is there. That is
happening now.

By using those same stats, | guess we can turn them around. We
can turn around and say: well, Bill 18 with the amendmentsis going
to benefit to the greatest extent 1 percent of the population, that 1
percent, of course, that pay the highest level of taxation in the
province because of the amount of income they receive, some of it
because they have worked hard, some of it because they’ ve been a
student, some of it because they’ve had opportunities that a lot of
other Albertans unfortunately didn’t have. | know we can preach
and say that in Albertaeverybody hasthe opportunity to achievethe
greatest of success, but everybody can’t be out there making an
income of $200,000, $300,000 ayear because you have to have the
middle-incomepeople. Y ou haveto haveyour firefighters, you have
to have your policemen, you have to have your health care workers,
you have to have your teachers. These are the middle-income
earners. Thisisthe bulk of the population in terms of the mgjority.

We seethe struggles that are going on at the present timein terms
of the process of collective bargaining. Why do we seethe possibil-
ity of astrike pending that could possibly beconsideredillegal? It's
because we have a group of people, thousands of people who feel
they are not getting their fair share of the wedlth, that they are not
getting their fair share in terms of the amounts they pay in taxation
and such. Bill 18 does very, very little for them. Bill 18 does very
littlein terms of increasing their disposable income.

When we talk in terms of the Alberta advantage, certainly there
are advantages in Alberta to some people, particularly those that
have agreat deal of wealth, those that run the industries, those that
have businesses and such with the lower levels of taxation. Of
course that’ s an advantage to them, but the Alberta government has
atendency to cater to an extremely large extent to providing that so-
caled Alberta advantage to a select few, almost a chosen few.
Unfortunately, all Albertans don’t get to share in that prosperity of
what's being called the Alberta advantage.

We can look at theincreased disposable incomes that result from

Bill 18 and Bill 19. We can look at the increased disposable
incomes that result from any reduction in taxation, and that part of
it is good, because the less money that government is taking out of
the pockets of taxpayers, the more disposable income there is for
those that do pay the taxes. But why should that increased dispos-
able income under Bill 18, even with the amendments, be so
disproportionate in the sense that those who aready have a great
deal of disposable income end up having a great deal more dispos-
able income than somebody making $35,000, $40,000, $45,000 a
year who is trying to get by meeting their monthly mortgage
payments, possibly acar payment, raising children that areinvolved
in sporting activities, who have very little in terms of a disposable
income, very littlethat isn’t committed towards monthly obligations
in the form of mortgage payments, rents, and other payments,
putting bread on the table, and so on and so forth?

So atax break of a substantial nature to those of middle income
would increase the disposableincomein that category substantially,
and they in effect would turn around like any other group and spend
thosedollars, creating aspin-off in termsof enhancing the economy.
That’ sthe benefit of any reduction in taxation. That’ s the benefit of
leaving more dollars in the pockets of the taxpayers. That's the
benefit of doing it.

In fairnessto the mgjority of Albertansit’ simportant that welook
first of al at providing the greatest benefit to thelowest income, who
are crying for a break, who desperately need a break. Next to that
we can look at middle income, where we recognize that they may
have sufficient dollars in most cases, with some struggling, to meet
their monthly obligations or responsibilities but not have the
disposable income to take a vacation throughout Alberta even, the
case may be, taking a couple of weeks off work and just traveling
throughout the province. Those people would love to have an
increased disposable income that they could turn around and inject
back into the economy by buying some of the things in life that
make life just a bit more pleasant.

So the government isright in taking initiatives that would reduce
the amount of taxation that we expect Albertans to pay, to increase
the amount of disposable income that is available to Albertans,
generally speaking. Thelast speaker again made somereferencesto
peoplesaying: “Well, I’ ve achieved success. | make agood income.
I run abusiness. If I'm going to be taxed at that level, why should
| stay in this country? Why should | stay here when there are
greener pastures just south of the border?” Well, I’'ve said this
beforeand I'll say it again: | don’t believe that simply because you
might get alower level of taxation in the United States, that makes
those pastures that much greener.

I’ve had the opportunity in the past to travel the east coast: New
Y ork City, Philadelphia, Atlantic City, that wholearea. InWashing-
ton, D.C., touring the White House was great, but we also drove in
a part of even Washington, D.C. where, when we looked at the
housesin there, it was unbelievable that people haveto livein those
kind of conditions.

Welooked in New York. You'd have one section of New York,
and | don’t know if the Donad Trumps lived there or who lived
there, but limousines were parked all over, illegally parked wher-
ever. Three blocks away you saw slum housing that was so
deplorableit appeared it was acity that was bombed out. That’sthe
type of incomedistribution you tend to havein the States. That’sthe
type of lifestyle that one has to look at and say: do | want to
exchangethelifestylel have hereinthe province of Alberta, without
question the best province in Canada, Canada of course being the
most desirable country, and do | want to give that up to go and live
inacity likeNew Y ork, like Washington or Los Angeles, whereyou
have that quality of life that some people have to experience? And
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thefear. InNew York City and in Washington | have to admit there
were times | actually feared for my safety.

I remember a former alderman, councillor Ron Hayter, in
Washington. He'swalking down the street, he turns around, and a
fellow has agun poked in his back: give meyour wallet. Certainly
that can happen here in Edmonton, but not to the same degree.
Never in Edmonton have | ever feared for my safety when |’ ve been
out on the streets. In the United Statesit’s a different story.

So | reject the argument that money in itself contributes to the
braindrain. | think there are other things. Possibly some people are
so caught up in the dollar that nothing else matters to them except
how many dollars they can accumulate.

8:40

When wetalk in terms of and | ook at the amendments and welook
at how it affects Bill 18 and the whole principles behind Bill 18,
what it lacksisfairness. It lacks equity in terms of recognizing that
there are the lower income, there are the middle income, and there
are the higher income, the wealthy. It fails to recognize that. If it
does recognize it, it just blatantly ignores the fact that there is a
middle class out there. Statements are made that, well, it’satax cut
for everybody. Certainly it'satax cut for everybody, but the tax cut
for the middle income is so insignificant in terms of the others that
it's deplorable, from my point of view.

In terms of trying to sell what government is doing, government
actually has a very, very easy job in putting their spin onit. You
know, it's very easy to go out there and say, “Well, we're going to
giveeverybody atax break,” without going into details, just “ Every-
body’s going to get atax break.” That to a degree is true, making
that statement, if you just say: we're going to give everybody atax
break. When you talk in terms of the flat tax, to alot of people the
flat tax sounds like aimost a romantic method of taxation in the
sense that people have the perception that what aflat tax doesisit
allowsyou tojust fill out one form, maybe four lineswhen it comes
to income tax: gross income, deduct a flat tax of 10.5 percent,
whatever, net taxable at a certain rate, and, bango, your return is
done. Of course, we know that’s not the case.

We know that, if anything, the end result of these changes will
make taxation more complex to the average Albertan in the sense
that you'll be delinked. You'll be delinked from the feds, so you'll
be filing two returns. You'll be filing your return to the federal
government and you'll be filing your return to the provincial
government like a corporation or a business does now, and at the
sametimeyou'restill going to have all those deductionsto takeinto
consideration, your charitable deduction and so on and so forth. So
it doesn’t make it simpler, but in selling it from the government’s
point of view certainly it appears to be alot easier to put a spin on
than, say, their Bill 11 was.

In this caucus we look at it from the point of view that our
position may be harder to sell to the public, it may be tougher to put
that so-called political spinon, but let’s forget the spin for aminute.
Let’s forget the political implications. Let's look at what's right.
Let'slook at what's fair to Albertans. And there | have to say, Mr.
Chairman, that in terms of taxation the amendmentsthe Member for
Edmonton-Glenora will be bringing forward that have been tabled
— at least some of them have now been tabled — will demonstrate
how the Liberal way is that much fairer to al taxpayersin that it
recognizesthat the bulk of the population, the bulk of those who pay
our salaries, for example, come from that middle income. There's
absolutely no question about that.

So the amendments as proposed by the Member for Edmonton-
Glenora, which put the tax cuts in a system that is progressive,
provides that fairness that is lacking in Bill 18 even with these

amendments. |If the amendments proposed by the Liberal caucus
were incorporated into Bill 18, Albertans would have cause to
rejoice. Eventhose of that so-called higher income, the 1 percent or
5 percent of the population, whatever stats were used, alot of those
people wouldn’t begrudge the fact that they’ re not getting the type
of break they would get under the existing Bill 18. They would
recognizethat theLiberal proposal that putsmore disposableincome
inthehandsof . . .

Chairman’s Ruling
Relevance

THE CHAIRMAN: Hon. member. Hon. member, just so that we're
al on the same wavelength, we are discussing the amendment that
isproposed by the hon. Acting Provincial Treasurer, not by the hon.
Member for Edmonton-Glenora. We've not yet had his amend-
ments.

Debate Continued

MR. WICKMAN: Yes. | simply referred to his amendment — and
thank you for the opportunity of clearing that up — because he did
table it this afternoon. And for al of you in the House here that
want to see them, he did table them this afternoon. He tabled them
this afternoon, so they are now part of the record. | use that, Mr.
Chairman, as a comparison of this way of doing it versus that way
of doing it, because as |’ vetried to state all along, theideaof having
a progressive series of taxation percentages with an increased
personal exemption is fairer to most Albertans.

Now, | want to look at some comparisons here under the 10.5
percent flat tax, taking us to the year 2004, but most of this will be
achieved before the year 2004, of course, because of the govern-
ment’ sannouncement that they’ re stepping up all the action on that.
| should aso mention that when we look at Bill 18 and the amend-
ment, the reduction to 10.5 percent in the flat tax, the benefit that
I’ ve spoken of that the higher income get: couple that with the vast
benefit they’re going to get from the passage of Bill 19, which
appears is going to be passed because closure has been moved and
so on and so forth. Those in those income brackets get the double
bonanza.

When you're over $46,500 a year of taxable income, you get
double the windfall. You get the windfall of getting the greatest
benefit from the flat tax plus the elimination of the 8 percent surtax.
So they’ve got it both ways. Certainly that category of taxpayers
will be very, very beholding to this government, and maybe that’s
what thisgovernment islooking at. Maybethey’re saying: theseare
the people that have money in their pockets and that can afford to
give us consideration come fund-raising time.

When | tak in terms of the advantage of having increased
disposable income for those in the middle income, that even
benefits, Mr. Chairman, a vast majority of those with the higher
income because a vast mgjority of those with the higher income are
businesspeople. A lot of them derive their revenue from businesses
that they have. The previous speaker spoke of a constituent of his
who had set up a business and worked hard in that. They benefit
because the middle income now with this additional disposable
income are going to go out and spend it. They're going to go out
and buy maybe a different car, creating more wealth for that higher
income person that ownsthat deal ership, or they may go out and buy
an RV, arecreational vehicle, asnowmobile. Inany case, when they
turn around and spend these disposable dollars, they are benefiting
the people that own those particular companies, who see increased
profits. They, of course, with increased profits have increased
revenue.

Now, | want to do acomparison on the cal culation under the 10.5
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percent amendment that we have in front of us. Let's take, for
example, a person earning approximately $115,000 a year. Their
break will be $2,812 dollars, or a 21 percent cut in provincial taxes.
Let’slook at somebody making roughly $100,000. [Mr. Wickman's
speaking time expired] Isthat it aready? I’mjust starting to roll.

THE CHAIRMAN: The hon. Member for Calgary-Mountain View.

MR. HLADY: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Itisapleasurefor meto
have the opportunity to discuss some of theissuesrelating to Bill 18
thisevening, particul arly the consultation processfor thisbill, which
will lay the foundation for the bold new tax system that Albertans
have long been waiting for.

SOME HON. MEMBERS: Good speech.

MR. HLADY: Thank you to the members, who | know will be
supporting this bill when we do get a chance to vote on it.

Bill 18 answersacall from Albertans for lower taxes. Infact, the
demand for tax cutsisacall that politicians have been hearing al
over the country. People have begun to see more and more of their
hard-earned money being paid out in a complex tax system that is
used to finance government waste, overspending, and mismanage-
ment. Mr. Chairman, now we have the opportunity to move to a
single-rate tax system. This system benefits those who desire
simplicity in their tax system. Itisarelief for those who want their
tax systemto befair, and it will benefit all those Albertanswho have
theforesight to see that marginal tax ratesare an essential part of our
ability to attract and retain skilled labour.

This new tax plan is the result of one of the widest consultation
processes we' ve seen in this province. We wanted our plan to be
truly responsiveto the needs of Albertans, and weknew that theonly
way to do that was to ask them what they thought. In February of
1998 we started the process with the creation of the Tax Review
Committee. As you know, Mr. Chairman, this committee went
through the province getting the views of Albertansfirsthand. They
took the timeto really sift through all the rhetoric so that they could
figure out what was at the root of the issue.

8:50

They figured out that there were four issues that needed to be
addressed here. One, bracket creep, or theinvisible tax that creates
agreater burden on taxpayers through inflation by pushing people
into ahigher tax bracket. Two, the deficit elimination taxes, which
understandably frustrated Albertans. They were instituted as a
temporary measure. Albertans paid them even though they kept
seeing the deficit rise, and once we eliminated the deficit, the taxes
remained. Three, taxation of one- and two-income families. Many
people felt it was unfair that the tax system favoured two-income
families and that it actually was a disservice to those who chose to
have one parent stay at home. Thisissue, incidentaly, is one that
we' re addressing by unhooking from the federal system. Four, and
finally, the burden of the multibracket system. Albertans said they
wanted usto undo our tiesto the federal tax rate structure and move
to asingle rate.

So we asked the committee to dig through the dirt and to find out
what we needed to do about our taxes, and they came up with this
report. After this process we wanted to make sure that these tax
concerns were representative of the mgjority of Albertans, so we
asked them. A survey went out to every Alberta household, Mr.
Chairman, not just any multiple choicekind of survey but onewhere
Albertans had to take the time to write what they really thought.

Well over 80,000 Albertans told us exactly what they thought.

They wanted lower taxes. They wanted afair tax system, and they
wanted to eliminate bracket creep. They wanted us to reform the
system so that it works better for them. This new tax plan was the
result of these consultations and the efforts of numerousMLAs and
tax experts. We studied the results, analyzed the numbers, and
designed an effective and efficient new system.

So here we are with a bill in place which will address those
concerns Albertans have had about their taxes. Not only that, but
it's a sustainable, long-term solution that will benefit Albertans
directly by allowing them to keep more of their money. This is
especidly truefor those 190,000 |ow-income earners, who will pay
no provincial income tax, though they still pay the taxes demanded
by the federal government. That extra money means agreat deal to
them, Mr. Chairman.

You know, it was once said that we ought to have a tax system
which looks like someone designed it on purpose. W€ ve come up
with a design, and our purposeis to let Albertans lead us in what
they want their tax structure to look like and to make sure that they
pay low taxes.

Now, as we all know, we're going to keep reviewing these
numbers to make sure that one of the basic intents behind Bill 18, to
ensure that Albertans pay low taxes, is carried through. We have
said that we will pass the federal savings on to Albertans when the
new single-rate system isimplemented next year. So we consulted,
planned, and designed anew tax plan, which we now see here before
usin Bill 18. Thisisagroundbreaking plan, Mr. Chairman, and it
has been a model for the rest of this country. | think it will give
Albertans what they have asked for in terms of a simple, fair, and
understandable tax plan that will ultimately see their taxes lowered.

| think another group, Mr. Chairman, that certainly is going to
enjoy the lower taxes are students and graduates, and I'd like to
spend alittletime talking about that. Our students certainly want to
stay in this province, and they want to be able to grow and havetheir
families here as their families before them were. There's no
question that wewill grow. Our economy will continueto diversify.
We will start more businesses, a lot in the technology sector, the
economy of the future. Wewill find waysto make new and existing
Albertabusinesses and industry more productive, and we will make
the most of new technologies. We will undertake avariety of other
activities, all aimed at making the future agood place for everyone
who lives here.

When | say “we,” | mean we as Albertans, and that includes us as
politicians. It evenincludesthe Liberals. It also includes corporate
Alberta, the oil patch, all our educationa institutions, and many
otherstoo. But much of the responsibility for the futurerests on the
shoulders of our young people. It'san awesome responsibility, and
we as politicians believe that they should get as much support as
possibleto beeffectiveinthefuture. They are, after all, building our
future as well astheir own.

Mr. Chairman, I’ m proud to say that Bill 18 isdesigned to help all
Albertans, including our young people. You don’t haveto just take
my word to believeit. Everyoneis starting to sit up and take notice
of what we'redoing here. For example, tax watchdog Mitchel Gray
from the Canadian Taxpayers Federation is on record as saying,
“Thisisatax cut for al Albertans. Everyone will get abresk: rich,
poor, and middle class alike.” And it's true. From this we want
young people with entry-level incomes to see that even though they
don’t yet make the big salaries of more established professionals,
they are just asimportant. We don’t want to wait until they make
the big bucks before we recognize them. Bill 18 will remove
traditional tax disincentives so that these people can get on with
building afuture for themselves that we can al enjoy.

When it becomes law, Bill 18 will increase the basic personal
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exemptionsby 78 percent, to $12,900 from the current $7,231. That
means that these young people as well as everyone else will pay no
persona provincial incometax at all onthefirst $12,900 they make.
This makes a big difference to the new graduate just starting out or
the student who works part-timeto offset the costs of education, Mr.
Chairman. Infact, eventhosewho work full-time, earning minimum
wage — that’s 2,000 hours a year — simply won't pay any Alberta
income taxes at all. However, they’d still owe the federal govern-
ment about $650.

Most of the people here today can probably still remember what
it'slikewhen you’ re getting started, just getting your feet wet, when
you'velanded thejob but al you' vegot in your closet isthe suit that
you wore to your high school graduation and you’ ve come to think
about Kraft dinner as two of the four mgjor food groups. Even abit
of extracash isgoing to make adifferencein thesefolks' lives. | do
remember the peanut butter and crackers days, Lipton’s chicken
noodlesoup. They weregoodtimes. So Bill 18 certainly helpsthem
in the beginning.

Then, as they progress, the new tax system makes it easier for
them to go forward. Aswe have al heard, Bill 18 introduces the
single-rate tax, and that means no tax brackets. So raises and
increments will not push new workers into higher brackets, where
they pay a greater proportion of what they make to the tax man.
Instead, they will be allowed to keep more of what they earn. | have
seen how alittle extracan make abig difference, not just in terms of
its purchasing power but also as an incentive to work harder and to
stay in Alberta, which is the basic of what we want to achieve. If
they get both the breaks and the opportunities here, the Stateswon’t
look nearly so attractive to these young workers who have the
opportunity to movein the new economy anywhere they want in the
world.

All thisextrawork givesthe province momentum and bodes well
for our economy, very well. By 2006 Alberta’s GDP is expected to
increase 1.5 percentage points more than it would have without Bill
18, Mr. Chairman. That translatesinto almost $2 billion morein our
economy than we could have expected without any changes to our
personal incometax system, and those are conservative figures. By
no coincidence theincreased economic activity will mean morejobs
intheprovince, about 30,000 morejobsby 2006, based onjust doing
what we'redoing in Bill 18. So young people graduating from high
school, college, and university will find more opportunities to put
their hard work to use.

It only makes sense, Mr. Chairman. If we're banking on these
people to use their smarts to build us a great future, shouldn’t we
give them the opportunity to hit the ground running? | don’t think
there's a person in the House today who would dream of holding
them back. Why should we have atax system that does? Bill 18 is
designed to take them forward, so let’s get on with it.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

THE CHAIRMAN: The hon. Member for Calgary-Buffao.

MR. DICKSON: Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I'm
delighted to beabletorise. Infact, I'mglad to follow our friend for
Calgary-Mountain View because he' s brought some things to mind
that I'd not been thinking of. I’'m going to come back to thosein a
moment, but | want to start off by saying that I’'m glad that we've
finally seen the amendment package A1. Thereasonisthat | feel so
oftenlikewe' reengaged in aform of shadowboxing. Y ou know, the
government doesn’t actually put in front of uswhat they say they're
going to take usto. They sort of tease us by telling us there may be
some things coming. So I’m glad that finally the Acting Provincial
Treasurer hasbrought in those amendments, amendments A1-A and

A1-B. Now that we've got it, we see that, yes, finally the govern-
ment has acknowledged that they have to back up.
9:00

It just shows again how foolish it was for the government to rush
ahead to bringin the budget but amere week after the throne speech.
At the time we said: well, isit that big adeal to try and scoop Paul
Martin? Well, they thought so at thetime. The Provincial Treasurer
thought so at the time.

So it perhaps goes to demonstrate that although alacrity is not
alwaysinthelexicon of elected people and Mackenzie King showed
that you can be successful by being anything but, there are some
problemswith moving too quickly, Mr. Chairman, and when you're
dealing with something as important as taxes, it makes some sense
to spend time understanding what the impact is going to be of
prospective federal changes and to factor those in. We didn’t do
that, and that’s why we've seen the fumbling and scrambling that
now brings us here to deal with these amendments.

How much neater it would have been if the government could
have held off, waited for thefederal government budget, and then we
would have known exactly what we were dealing with. It just goes
to show, Mr. Chairman, that the notion that my tax cuts are bigger
than your tax cuts is redly pretty juvenile and not something that
we'd want our Provincial Treasurer to aspire to.

| wanted to make another point. I’'m delighted that we had along
weekend, because | had a chance to post a new section to my web
site. It's an analysis of Bills 18 and 19, the government flat tax
proposal. | was anxiousto do that, because as members may recall,
| haveaquestion that | put on the web site every two weeks, and the
question that’ sbeen on there sincewe saw theend of Bill 11is: what
do people think about a flat tax? We're polling people, and
hopefully by Thursday I'll be able to have the updated results of
people who visit the poll site.

I’d a'so posted something of an analysis|’vedone. | think | saw
some memberswincing when | said that, and | acknowledgethat I’'m
no economist. One economics coursein university hardly qualifies
me to do comprehensive tax analysis, but you know the good thing
is that thanks to the great folks in the Legislature Library and the
good work done by Libera researchers and our colleague here for
Edmonton-Glenora, | was able to bring together some information
that | thought my constituents would want to see and want to have.

The other thing | just wanted to share, Mr. Chairman, is that
between 5:30 and 8 o'clock, | had a chance to do some door-
knocking. | had a chance to go into the Edmonton-Highlands
constituency, and it was actually quite overwhelming. | guess| was
there about 45, 50 minutes on the doors in that constituency, and
certainly there were some who wanted to talk about health care and
Bill 11, but there were asurprising number of people who wanted to
talk about tax reform. They wanted to talk about: what's this
government’s flat taxing all about? | think it'sfair to say that to a
man or awoman when | put to them the government’s notion of a
flat tax —and | did some comparison and contrast with the Alberta
Liberal fair tax proposal. You know what? In every single case
people preferred the fair tax to the flat tax.

Y ou might say that that was a prompted survey, and there would
be some truth to that, Mr. Chairman. But these were insightful
peoplel wastalkingto in the Edmonton-Highlands constituency, and
they seemed actually quite conversant with the problems with the
flat tax. It didn’t take very much clarification to have them under-
stand thevalue of azero, 10, 12 fair tax Liberal aternativeto theone
that we seein Bill 18 with the amendment in front of us.

I’d just share with members that | encourage others to go into
Edmonton-Highlands. It'sagreat opportunity to field-testit. If this
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government thinks they’ ve got awinner going into the next provin-
cia genera election, | invite them and indeed | challenge them to
field-test their proposal at the doors of Edmonton-Highlands,
because | think they may bein for quite asurprise. Y ou know that
$8 million budget that the provincia Public AffairsBureau has? It's
not going to be enough to convince these good people that the flat
tax is fair. It doesn't in any way advantage the people living in
Edmonton-Highlands.

The concern | continue to have — and some of this | had high-
lighted the other day. This was before we' d seen the amendment.
Now that we have the amendment in front of us, A1-A and A1-B, it
confirmsfor al time—and Edmonton-Glenoramay have adifferent
thought on this. This was probably the last chance for the govern-
ment to recognize that we have to move to a progressive tax system
and one with some additional levels.

| sort of thought that maybe with this amendment what we' d see
would be something that would pick up on the Liberal fair tax
aternative. Itwould pick uponthe, | think, insightful analysisthat’s
been done by Edmonton-Glenora and the Leader of the Opposition
and others. 1t waswith an enormous sense of disappointment when
with trembling hands | turned over the amendment as it was
delivered efficiently by the page and realized that we're still stuck
with this funny tax masguerading as aflat tax. 1t’snot even in any
pure sense aflat tax.

The other comment | wanted to make is that as we listened to the
Acting Provincia Treasurer in his proselytizing mode, he now is
starting to use the language of the opposition. When have we seen
this before? We have the Acting Provincia Treasurer, who
complicit with his government has been touting a flat tax. That's
what they’'ve talked about. That's what they've boasted about.
That’ swhat the Premier, | think, talked about probably in hisfireside
chat. We go back and look at budget process. We're talking about
asingle-rate system and colloquialy refer to it as aflat tax.

Well, what the government does is discover as they get into this
that Albertansdon’t like aflat tax. The morethey find out about the
flat tax, the more they don't like it. So what happens is that the
government decides that we haveto start shifting ground here. You
wish they would use this sort of flexibility when it comesto Bill 11,
when it comes to other things, but the flexibility really only goesto
how they remassage the message and how they adjust, adapt,
change, reframe the message. They don’'t change the substance one
iota, but the message changes in some fashion.

So now what we' vegot isBill 18. With thisamendment, A1, both
parts, we're not so much dealing with a flat tax. If people had a
chance to read Dennis Mills' book — Dennis Mills is the Ontario
Libera Member of Parliament who in fact had written a book a
number of years ago about aflat tax, asingle-rate tax system. Bills
18 and 19 represent something very different from al of those
proposals. It meansthat now we start to see the ground shifting, the
government trying to change the message. The next thing is: when
will they start changing the substance, or will they at all? Will we
end up as we saw on Bill 11, where they refused to do that all
together?

What one woman said at the doorsin the by-election this evening
was: why is the government so concerned with people who make
over $100,000 a year? In fact, her comment to me was. most
everybody who lives in this area earns between $30,000 and
$70,000. Now, I'd mentioned that frame to her earlier, and she
thought that most of her neighbours were in that particular frame.
| think that what she liked about the Liberal aternative in terms of
moving to a 10 percent tax rate for those middle-income earnersis
that it represents a significantly fair break for them. It means a
larger tax cut for them. And you know what? Those people think
that that'safair and appropriate way to go.

9:10

As| look at the two amendments, | go back to what the Premier
isquoted assaying in aJuly 27, 1999, Calgary Herald story: “What
we want to do is make sure that those who can least afford to pay tax
get thefirst bresk.” We heard the former Provincial Treasurer say,
“Certainly our priority isfor low-income earners, and there areways
that can beaddressed.” That wasthe Calgary Herald, July 28, 1999.

Well, Mr. Chairman, what happened? What happened to those
comments? What happened to those implicit promises, those
representations made by the former Provincial Treasurer and by the
Premier on, you know, July 27 and July 28, 1999? What' s changed?
Why has government lost it's focus on moving in those respects?
It' s very disappointing that we don’'t see that.

It'sinteresting to me aso when | look at the amendment package
that the Mike Harris government that has been so quick to cloneand
replicate anumber of thethingsthat have happened in Alberta—and
we can argue about why they would be dumb enough in Ontario to
make some of the same mistakes we have in Alberta, but that's
another question, Mr. Chairman. Surely what's interesting is that
when Mike Eves, the Provincial Treasurer in the province of
Ontario, who, for a Conservative, is actually quite a wiley
politician . . .

[Mr. Shariff in the chair]
MR. DUNFORD: It's Ernie. Mike Eavesisahockey player.

MR. DICKSON: ErnieEves. I'msorry. I'msorry. Mike Eavesis
the hockey player. Well, | understand Ernie Evesiis a pretty good
puck-handler too, Mr. Chairman, and doesreally well with theheavy
trafficinthecrease. I’'mindebted to the minister of human resources
for setting me straight on that.

You know, | think Mr. Eves is a pretty savvy guy. He's been
around for alongtime. He' sbeen aprovincial legisator. He' swell
respected inside and outside Queen’s Park and environs, and Ernie
Eves decided that the flat tax wouldn’t work in Ontario and chose
not to go down that road. | know that this government likes to cast
itself as a trailblazer, but you would think that from time to time
you'd check the rear view mirror; wouldn’t you, Mr. Chairman?
Wouldn’t you want to just sort of look over your shoulder and see
whether anybody’ sfollowing you? In some caucusesit’ s necessary
to look over your shoulder as a matter of personal safety.

Anyway, the point, Mr. Chairman, | wasjust makingisthat | think
there may be something constructive there in terms of seeing that
Ontarioisn’t going down there. So what happensisthat when | hear
this government say, “Well, you know we're on the right course,”
then | say: well, why isit that the only other people who want to go
down this road are the Republican Party in the United States, and
Steve Forbes, the former Republican president-wannabe? Why are
those the people championing this, and government after govern-
ment after government that’ slooked at it has decided that thisis not
the road they want to pursue?

The other comment I'd want to make is that when | heard the
Provincial Treasurer — and this might seem to be off track, Mr.
Chairman; I’ ll cautionyou now. Infact, it wasthe Acting Provincial
Treasurer who raised it when he was speaking in introducing his
amendment. Hetalked about the Robert Shapiro article. Thisisthe
one entitled Why Fairness Matters: Progressive Versus Flat Taxes.
I go back and refer to Dr. Shapiro’stest for atax system promoting
three goals: simplicity, growth, and equity.

I think what you find as you look at this bill —if this amendment
goes through, here’s what we've got. Simplicity is not afforded by
this changein terms of achange from where we are right now. This
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isnotinfact atrueflat tax. You still have ahost of exemptions and
provisions that undermine any notion of ssimplicity.

| think it was Dr. Shapiro who made the point that in a country
like Canada and certainly in a province like Alberta there is more
opportunity here for people, smart people, capable people, with
substantial capital than many other jurisdictions to be able to take
some seed capital and prosper. Therearealot of nations where you
wouldn’'t have that opportunity, either because of excessive regula-
tion or because of a host of other constraints and considerations.
The concern, though, isthat in a province like this you would have
terrific, terrific opportunity to expand your initial capital, your seed
money. Part of the quid pro quo we pay for that isaprogressive tax
system, and I’ ve always been proud of aprogressivetax system, like
| used to be proud of astrong public health care system.

Mr. Chairman, the feedback I’ m getting in my constituency office
—1"vehad a coupl e of peoplewho have opposed my stand on Bill 18
and Bill 19, but those are the same peopl e that opposed my stand on
Bill 11. The vast magjority of people have expressed opposition to
bills 18 and 19 in their current form. Everybody would like to see
atax break, but they’ Il be darned if they want to see people at thetop
income end enjoying adifferential advantagein termsof atax break,
and that’ s really what this package is going to provide.

Mr. Chairman, | know thereare othersthat will want to participate
in the debate. I’'m looking forward to being able to table in the
Legidature the response | get to my web site. In the first week of
May | think there were 570-odd responses to the Bill 11 question,
and in the month of April we had about 2,500 responses on the web
site to another question on Bill 11.

MR. PASZKOWSKI: ThisisBill 18.

MR. DICKSON: Right, but I’ mventuringasuggestion, Mr. Minister
of Municipal Affairs, that we're going to see some big numbers
posted on theweb site in terms of peopleregistering their comments
on hills 18 and 19. | want that Minister of Municipal Affairsto be
thefirst one. Infact, when | get that, I’ m going to get it printed off
the computer. We' regoing to get it polished up. Maybe we can put
it in something with a bit of a border and with a big seal on the
bottom, and | want to come in and specifically present that certifi-
cate showing what those Calgary Buffalos think about bills 18 and
19, and | want to share it with the Minister of Municipal Affairs.

MR. PASZKOWSKI: We're going to do that after the election.

MR. DICKSON: Well, that's right. WE'll be too busy in the by-
election, but after June 12 | want to bring it.

If one MLA can do that kind of a survey on an issue like 18 and
19, why doesn’t the provincial government do it? Why doesn’t the
Minister of Municipa Affairs and the Minister of Innovation and
Science, using the expertise of the chief information counsel and the
chief information officer, come out with a proposal so that citizens
will be able to register their concerns? [Mr. Dickson's speaking
time expired] And | hadn’t even got to Calgary-Mountain View's
comments, but I'll get to that later.

Thank you.

THE ACTING CHAIRMAN: The hon. Member for Calgary-
Mountain View.

MR. HLADY: Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman. It'sagreat pleasure
to rise again, because Bill 18 has so many great news storiesin it.
Youjust can't say it all in 20 minutes. Thereis so much good news
out of this, and Albertans are so happy that we're doing this.

Mr. Chairman, the reason I’ ve been looking forward to thisisthat

really Bill 18 does something for low-income Albertans, and | think
it's important to acknowledge that. There is much talk from the
opposition that Alberta’ snew tax plan benefitshigh-incomeearners.
Wéll, thisistrue. Thisgovernment won’t deny or apologizefor that,
but the Liberals always seem to stop right there.

9:20

This bill will also benefit middle-income earners. We're talking
benefits to the tune of $612 in savings for a two-income family
earning $55,000 with two children or asavings of $1,206 for aone-
income family earning $40,000 with two children. But thefact is:
Alberta’ s new tax plan goes even further, and that’ s something the
critics don’t like to mention, Mr. Chairman. Bill 18 frees 190,000
low-income Albertans from provincial taxes completely. I'll say
that again. Mr. Chairman, 190,000 low-income Albertans off the
provincial tax rolls. That's something the federal Liberals can’t
boast about, but given their record, it may be something they’ll copy
in their next budget and try to take the credit for inventing. For the
sake of other Canadians | hope they can actually do that. Low-
income Albertans deserve abreak. They may be students trying to
get through school. They may be young and just entering the
workforce. They may be single parents, and Bill 18 will help them
al.

Let’slook at a part-time student, Mr. Chairman. With Alberta's
new tax plan even if a student is working full-time at McDonald's
earning minimum wage, she won't pay any provincial tax. Now
let's look at an Albertan entering the workforce. If she earned
$20,000, she would save $386 from 1999. However, her federal tax
bill would look scary. In 2001 families with two children who earn
lessthan $33,400 will pay no provincia incometax at all. For these
families the refundable Alberta family employment tax credit will
exceed Albertatax payable. Unfortunately, thefederal Liberal taxes
account for two-thirds of the tax bill. We would love to be able to
announce that these low-income Albertans won't be paying any
incometax at all, but we will have to wait until the federal Liberals
find room in their budget to help the families the same way we are
trying to help them herein Alberta.

Mr. Chairman, the opposition has suggested that health care
premiums should be eliminated instead of moving to a single tax
rate. They suggest that that would provide greater relief to low-
income Albertans. However, there are several problems with this
approach. First, low-income Albertans already receive a generous
subsidy to help pay for hedth care premiums. Many of these
Albertans would receive no benefit from the elimination of the
premium.

Seniors also receive generous relief on premiums. In fact, Mr.
Chairman, less than one-third of seniors pay full premiums, and
seniors start paying income tax at alower income level than they
start paying health premiums. Therefore, low-income seniorswould
benefit more from tax reductions.

Findly, the benefit for many working Albertans would be
minimal. Many employers pay part or all of their employees’ health
care premiums. A reduction or elimination of premiumswould not
be completely reflected in Albertans' pay stubs, but it would
contribute nicely to a company’s bottom line.

So that’s why getting rid of health care premiumsis not the best
solution. Bill 18 isthe best way to help ease financia burdens on
Albertans.

With Alberta s new tax plan asingle person making $20,000 will
get a 38 percent tax cut. A single senior making $20,000 will
receive a 62 percent tax cut. With those kinds of tax cutsasingle
person could have some car repairs done or purchase a couple of
month’s worth of groceries, and a senior could pay a month’s rent
and buy an annual bus pass or have some house repairs doneor, just
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imagine, not have to worry about where their money will comefrom
in case an emergency arises, Mr. Chairman. As| said, Alberta's
new tax plan helps middle- and high-income earners, but most
importantly it hel ps the people who need it the most, and that’ swhy
we should be supporting Bill 18.

Another areathat I’d like work on, Mr. Chairman — and it’s very
important to mention al of the wonderful, good things that will
come out of passing Bill 18 —is dealing with and around overtime
and peoplewho’ ve been working really hard. | can only imaginethe
envy that other provinces feel as this debate is going on here in
Alberta, but astrong fiscal plan has given us the ability to introduce
groundbreaking tax reform and tax cuts of over 20 percent. Yes,
that'swhat | said. We'll take 20 percent, or $1.3 billion, less from
Albertans' bank accounts next year.

I think one thing that we can all agree on is the benefit to low-
income Albertans. Nearly 200,000 Albertanswill be removed from
therolls, but | think the biggest problem that thecriticshavewith the
single tax rate is that high-income earners will aso be winners. |
haveahard time seeing why they oppose thisthough, Mr. Chairman.
Just because someone earnsmore than their neighbour doesn’t mean
that he or she is a bad person. Why should they be punished for
working harder?

High taxes don'’t create any incentive to work that extra hour of
overtime or take that course you need for apromotion. High taxes
often defer people from bettering themselves at work, because the
more you earn, the more government takesin taxes. Itisafact that
high taxes stifle an individual’ s enthusiasm.

Mr. Chairman, | know that when my wife is working at the
hospital in Calgary, the natural practice for al of the nurses that
were needed and were putting in overtime hours—rather than taking
the money in pay, because it moved them into a higher tax bracket,
they would take the time off. It made no sense for them to take the
money because of the high taxesthey’ d haveto pay. Thiswill allow
them to work hard, take their money, and enjoy the extrahard work
they’ ve had rather than just taking the time off and at | east givethem
ahealthy alternative.

Webelievein encouraging creativity and enthusiasmin adifferent
way herein Alberta, Mr. Chairman. We think government should
get out of peopl€e's private lives and out of peopl€’' s bank accounts.
We think that if government backs off, then people will have more
room to grow and more freedom to choose. Bill 18 will give
Albertans more freedom. By removing tax brackets, Albertanswill
have the freedom to choose to work harder. They will al'so havethe
freedom to choose how they will spend the money that they will
save by not paying the same amount of taxes. They won't be
punished with higher taxesfor getting araise. There'snothingmore
discouraging than getting araise and having it taxed away because
your raise puts you in a higher tax bracket.

Low taxes are not only good for individuals and families, Mr.
Chairman; they’ re al so good for the economy. Whenindividualsare
allowed to grow, the economy grows with them. When individuals
are feeling financially confident, the economy reflects that confi-
dence. TheLiberal opposition has suggested that we can’t afford the
kind of tax cutsthat we are giving. Well, | think we can’t afford not
to give them.

The $1.3 billion tax cut that we are giving to Albertans is
affordable.  Alberta Treasury estimates the new tax plan will
increase economic growth. With thenew tax cutsfiveyears after the
tax plan is implemented, Alberta's gross domestic product is
expected to increase by about 1 and a half percent, or $1.9 billion
larger. Roughly 30,000 new jobs will be created, and increased
economic activity will generate enough increased tax revenue to
offset the 40 percent of the direct cost of the tax cut.

It' simportant to keep in mind that these numbers are based on the
initial estimate of a $500 million tax reduction. Now that we are
giving a$1.3 billion tax cut to Albertans, the economic impact will
be much greater. Thisisgood news. However, we need to always
keep in mind the purpose of this bill: to introduce tax reform and
give every Albertan atax cut. Do the Liberals really want to see
those who are in the lowest tax bracket — let’s say a young couple
expecting their first child — struggle to make ends meet? | know
about that. With anew baby in their future they may be inclined to
try to earn alittle extramoney to cover the additional costs of raising
a family, but with the current system those extra hours push this
family into the middl e tax bracket with ahigher rate. Theonly result
isthat one of themisaway from home working longer hourswithout
much financia gain. Bill 18 will end this penalty, Mr. Chairman.
| honestly think the Liberals don’t want to see that.

What about someone who is aready in the middle income tax
bracket? What if he or she works hard and gets araise? Isit dl
right to tax away the extra money he or she earns? Where do the
criticsdraw theline? Who do they chooseto be winnersand losers?
Bill 18 will not punish these Albertans either.

[Mr. Tannas in the chair]

Mr. Chairman, it's time for some rea tax reform. It's time we
stop punishing hardworking Albertans by reducing any incentiveto
work, save, and invest, and it’s time we let Albertans keep more of
their own money.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

THE CHAIRMAN: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Glengarry.

MR. BONNER: Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. It is a
pleasure to stand this evening and make afew commentsin regards
to amendment package Alinregardsto Bill 18, the AlbertaPersonal
Income Tax Act. Again we have abill that’s being presented here
inthe Legidlature, abill that requires amendments. Againit’'sabill
that was certainly brought in with great haste. Thewholeideaof our
budget being brought in was because we wanted to get ahead of the
federal Liberals, and without realizing that whatever changes they
had in their tax system, it would certainly impact everything that we
did here.

9:30

So herewe are, looking at two amendments, oneto reduce theflat
tax from 11 percent to 10.5 percent and a second to increase the
persona exemption from $11,620 to $12,900. When | look at this,
Mr. Chairman, | certainly could never oppose a tax break for
Albertans, and | think it is a great benefit for those 190,000 low-
income Albertansthat won’t pay any provincial tax. Thisisabreak
that isgoing to those that need it most, but they are not the only ones
receiving agreat tax break in this whole scheme of things.

It was quite interesting this evening. Before | came down, |
attended the by-election forum that was put on by three socia
studies students at Eastglen composite high school. | was amazed,
as | was meeting and greeting people coming to the forum, at just
how well informed they arein regardsto Bill 18 and Bill 19. It was
amazing how they sought out the ML Asthat were thereand got their
points of view on it.

I know many of them had expressed an interest in speaking to
some government MLAs, and they were very disappointed when
they didn’t get this opportunity. Certainly we didn’t see one there,
and if there was one there, then | would apologize to that person.
But here we are, in a by-election where of course the record of this
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particular government is going to be examined. We're into a by-
election where they are going to be looking at Bill 18 and the
amendments madeto it here, and people didn’t have the opportunity
to quiz those government members on it. So the rea test of this
legislation is certainly going to be reflected to some degree in the
by-election.

Now, then, we look at what happened with the federal budget.
There was such arush here to bring thisin, to bring in changesin
Alberta, to bring in thisflat tax system that no thought was given to
what would happen if indeed the feds altered theirs, and they did.
They brought in atax reduction. They brought in a tax reduction
that was certainly fair to all segmentsof society, to all taxpayers, and
I must commend them for that. | think what became evident very,
very clearly, when we looked at Bill 18 and Bill 19, is that other
people as well got tremendous benefits from these two bills, and
those were the people at the upper end. So again we had the tax
burden being placed on the middle class.

Now, | was certainly very happy to seethat therewas agreat deal
of consultation that went into this particular bill and these amend-
ments. Certainly al Canadians, not only Albertans but all Canadi-
ans, have been waiting for some type of tax reform in this country,
a tax reform that is fair and equitable. We are elected here to
represent the views of our constituents, and certainly in al these
consultations | don’t think there would have been any Albertansin
the other two groups, the middle income and the lower income, that
told this government: well, let’ s give the biggest tax bresk to those
people who can afford to pay it most.

I think that somewhere between those consultations and the
drafting of this bill something went awry. | aso think we saw the
same thing with Bill 19, when of course the flat tax, the .5 percent,
was scheduled to be eliminated before the 8 percent surtax. Once
again — surprise, surprise — when the bill came out, it was not
reflected in the bill, but the 8 percent surtax they were going to be
wiping out of that was going to be implemented first, once again a
benefit to those people who have the greatest ability to pay.

Now, then, this bill and its anendments certainly don’t meet the
wishes of the mgjority of taxpayers in this province. Again, | like
the fact that it does give a break to those people who are on the
lower end and who will certainly benefit from those. | also think
back to a visit we made to the Mennonite Centre, Mr. Chairman.
They do atremendous amount of work with new Canadians. They
gave us an example of where two new Canadians, man and wife,
were working at minimum wage, and even with those dollars those
people were living below the poverty line. So certainly they need
every break they can get, but they need atax systemin this province
that is going to be fair and equitable.

It seemsto me, when | read Bill 18 and the amendments here, that
thisisnot abill that’s going to be fulfilling the public good, but it
fulfillsthe corporate agenda of thisprovince. When welook at that,
we do see the implications of what has happened. Where we have
—and dl studiesindicatethat we have—agreater spread between the
wealthy and the poor in this province, we aso find that both those
divisionsareincreasinginsizeand wearegetting ashrinkingmiddle
class, yet the middle class by this bill are being asked to carry the
load of tax reform. Once again, thisis not legislation that is for the
peopl€'s good. It islegidation which will benefit the haves more
than the have-nots. So what we haveto do hereinthisprovince, Mr.
Chairman, is certainly look at thiswholeidea. We don't have any
trouble generating wealth in thisrich province. What we haveto do
is redistribute that wealth, and this bill will certainly not aid the
middle classin that regard.

We have certainly talked about the expansion of our economy
herein Alberta. It isavery good economy, it is a strong economy,

and it isgrowing. We have to hope this economy will continue to
grow, but we do have acyclica economy in thisparticular province,
and we do have times when of course we have to put more burden
on thetaxpayer. We saw that before, when we had the implementa-
tion of the .5 percent flat tax as well as the 8 percent surtax. But
what has happened here in these booming times? The poor in this
province have not benefited. We do have a tremendous number of
homeless people, particularly in our urban centres and our major
cities of Calgary and Edmonton, and there is staggering poverty.

When | toured the Mustard Seed centre in Calgary and other
places in Calgary where the homeless were, | was quite amazed at
how similar this situation wasto one | witnessed down in California
about 10 yearsago. Wewere down in theinner city of Los Angeles
on a beautiful summer day with many homeless around. We saw
people walk down the sidewalk, and there was a sardine can sitting
on the stonefence. One of the homeless picked it up and drank the
juiceout of it. Thisisacan that had been sitting out in the sun, and
| would imagine that person had food poisoning from that experi-
ence.
9:40

Every report here in Alberta, Mr. Chairman, indicates that the
amount of poverty for children and familiesin this provinceis also
on therise, and certainly this particular bill will be alittle bit of a
break for theminitialy. But aso when | look at this particular hill,
we have to look down the road and say: what is going to happen
when this great economy that we have going in this province right
now hits hard times? We know that’s going to happen. So if we
project what impact this is going to have down the road . . .
[interjectiong]

MR. SMITH: Billy, you're doing a great job.

MR. BONNER: Thank you very much, Member for Calgary-
Varsity. | just have afew more comments I'd like to make.

MR. SMITH: They'd better be better than the last ones.
MR. BONNER: They're excellent comments.
MR. SMITH: Well, we'll be the judge of that.

MR. BONNER: They would even fit in with your philosophy of
things.

MR. SMITH: Oh, so you' re saying you' re ready to convert, take the
pledge?

THE CHAIRMAN: Order.

MR. BONNER: Mr. Chairman, just finishing off my commentshere.
When our economy falls on hard times, as it will and it ways has
in the history of this province, then who is initialy going to be
impacted the most when we do have tax changes? Of coursg, thisis
going to be the middle class, upon whom the burden of the tax load
was placed with this particular bill.

So, Mr. Chairman, in closing | must say that | cannot support
these amendments at thistime, and | look forward to further debate
by other members of the Assembly. Thank you very much.

THE CHAIRMAN: The hon. Member for Calgary-Mountain View.

MR. HLADY: Wéll, thank you, Mr. Chairman. It's such a good-
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news story again that | just had to stand up and cover a few more
pointsonthisparticular bill, becauseitissuch agreat bill. Thereare
some aspects of Bill 18 that make Alberta’ stax system different than
any other in Canada. It's true. The most obvious one is the
introduction of thesingle-ratetax, but I’ d like to focus on something
that doesn’t get much attention. 1'd like to focus on the fairness to
families that the changes to our tax system will bring.

Bill 18 dramatically reducesthe differencein theway one-income
and two-income families are treated by the tax system. [interjec-
tions] Y ou bet, and having the lower tax ratethat’ sbeing introduced
in the amendment makes this even a better bill.

You see, Mr. Chairman, under the current system there are
different amounts for the basic and spousal exemptions. Right now
the basic personal exemption is $7,231 and the spousal exemption
is $6,140. This doesn’'t make much difference to a dual-income
family because both earners claim the basic exemption. However,
it does make a difference to a single-income family — and this is
where the unfairnessis— because the one earner claimsthe personal
exemption and thelower amount of the spousal exemption. Another
reason one-income families pay more is that their incomes get
pushed into higher tax brackets sooner, so more of their incomesare
taxed at higher rates.

When we move to the new system, both the basic and spousal
exemptions will be the same, $12,900. Also, with a single-rate
systemthereisno higher bracket to be pushed into. 1t doesn’t matter
whether it istheincome of asingle-income family or adual-income
family; incomeistaxed at 10 and a half percent, not the 11 percent
that wasintheoriginal. Sounder thecurrent systemasingle-income
family with two children and earning $55,000 ayear paid $3,349in
provincial taxes in 1999, while a two-income family with two
children and earning the same amount paid $2,479. That's a
difference of $870. Now, Mr. Chairman, when our new system
comes into place in eight months, a single-income family will pay
$1,968, while the two-income family will pay $1,867. That's a
difference of about $100. Both families get a sizable tax break, and
the difference in what they pay is dramatically reduced.

Just as we believe that Albertans should not be punished for
choosing to work harder, we also believe that the family shouldn’t
be punished for choosing to have one parent stay at home. While
this is a step in the right direction in reducing the income tax
difference between one- and two-income families, Mr. Chairman, it
only appliesto the provincial portion. Again, federal taxes account
for over 60 percent of the income tax bill.

There is something else to consider. According to a paper done
by the C.D. Howe Institute, in many cases one-income families
make less than two-income families. This makes sense since
familieswith two income earners can make alot moremoney. Their
figures show that 80 percent of high-income families were dual
income earners, and over half of all low-income families had one
income earner.

Mr. Chairman, thisisafairer tax system becauseit provides great
relief tolow-incomeAlbertans. By addressing thisissue, we' vealso
made sure that the new tax system helps those who are often the
most vulnerable: single-parent families. Singleparentscan claimthe
spousal exemption for oneof their children, providing the samelevel
of savings enjoyed by atwo-parent single-incomefamily. A single-
parent family making $30,000 will receive a 276 percent tax cut.
How can they get a 276 percent tax cut, Mr. Chairman? Well, it
happens because this family that used to pay $397 will now have
their taxes reduced to zero and then get more through the Alberta
family employment tax credit. These single parents are among the
190,000 Albertans who no longer have to pay provincia income
taxes. Asl mentioned earlier, thisunfortunately doesn’t apply to the
federal income taxes.

However, Mr. Chairman, with Bill 18 asingle-incomefamily with
two kids earning $30,000 will save $1,096 from 1999, and $1,096
can go pretty far if you think about it. They could replacetheir hot-
water tank, buy some new shoesfor thekids, order some pizzas, rent
a couple of movies, have a good time. It's alot of money for a
family with alow income. But the best thing isthat they can spend
it on whatever they want, and it’ stheir own priorities. 1t snot for us
to decide.

This government believes that the best way to help familiesisto
leave more money in their hands at the end of the day. That's why
we' ve been cutting taxesfor years. Albertaiswell ahead of most of
the provinces in providing tax relief. The early elimination of the
surtax on January 1 this year is great news for middle- and upper-
income Albertans, but it isnot the first tax break given to Albertans.
In 1997, Mr. Chairman, we introduced the Alberta family employ-
ment tax credit, which gives tax breaks to low- and middle-income
earners. In 1998 we cut the tax rate from 45.5 percent of federal tax
to 44 percent, and we doubled the Alberta family employment tax
credit.

MR. FISCHER: Is this a Conservative government?

MR. HLADY:: Cutting taxes. Pretty good, huh?

In Budget '99 we introduced this new tax plan. Bill 18, Mr.
Chairman, is important for Alberta's ongoing tax reform. It's
important that we unhook from the federal system so that we can
change the basic and spousa exemption amounts. |f we hadn’t
unhooked from the federal system, we would not have been able to
address the fairness issues such as the difference paid by one- and
two-income families. In fact, these families would be worse off if
we simply passed through the federa reductions. With Bill 18 all
single-earner and single-parent families, whether they make $30,000
or $100,000, are substantially better off under the single tax rate.

One other areathat’s realy important as well, Mr. Chairman, is
bracket creep. | mentioned it alittle bit earlier, but I'd like to get
into a little more detail on bracket creep here. Everywherein this
province Albertans are trying to get ahead, working hard trying to
create wealth for themselves and for their families, hoping to have
more cash available to spend and maybe even a bit to save for a
rainy day. They' veworked to take part in the Albertaadvantage that
we speak so often about. With the amendment that we having
coming in here, going from the 11 percent to the 10.5 percent,
they’re going to save even more.

The problem is that since 1986 our tax system has not kept up
withinflation. Thisproblem, otherwiseknown asbracket creep, has
meant that the tax system has not contributed to that advantage.
Before 1986 our tax system was fully indexed to inflation. If the
cost of living went up, the tax system reflected those changes, for
example by increasing basic exemptions. But the federal govern-
ment decided it needed more cash, and rather than legislating a tax
hike, they took the side door. They decided that in the future they
would only index the tax system if prices rose by more than 3
percent. Thisiscaled partia indexation.

9:50

Say you' ve got a guy who tries to make a better life for himself.
He wants more money so he can maybe buy ahouse, save alittle for
his future, do something for his children, do things he's always
wanted to do. So he finds a job where he works harder than he's
ever worked until hefinally getsaraise. Logicaly, Mr. Chairman,
you' dthink he' d be better off. | mean, he's making more money, so
theoretically you’ d assume he' d have more to spend on groceries or
to pay off his bills or whatever. The fact is that the tax man takes
the better part of that extra money.

Ontop of al this, when hiswages have gone up just to reflect the
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fact that things cost more, a cost of living adjustment, the result is
that he ends up getting pushed into a higher tax bracket even though
his wages only went up enough to cover the increasing costs of
things that he had to buy anyway. So redly it’'s possible that this
man is not much better off or possibly even worse. It'scrazy. It's
as if the government is saying: “You've got a lot of extra cash.
You're going to have to give us more because you can afford it
now.”

Forget that everything costs moreand that he' sbeen working hard
to get more income so that he can afford those things and maybe set
a little aside for the future. None of that matters under the old
system. We've been punishing those who work hard trying to get
ahead and create more wealth for themselves with atax system that
creeps into their pockets and steals their hard-earned money when
they’renot looking. It'snot only regressive; it's downright dishon-
est. It's about time we did something about it.

When you design policies as a government, the true test is to
figure out away to create systems that will benefit the most people
aswell as benefit those who need it the most. The great thing about
the system we' ve created under Bill 18 is that it will do both, Mr.
Chairman. Everyonewill pay fewer taxeswith this new amendment,
which sets the flat tax at 10.5 percent and raises the spousal
exemptions from $6,140 to $12,900 and the personal exemptions
from $7,231 to $12,900. An additiona 190,000 low-income
Albertans will pay absolutely no provincial income tax under this
new system. Now half of Albertans who file personal income tax
returns will not pay Albertaincome tax.

That’s awonderful thing. How can you besat that? Everyone has
more cash in their pockets, and amost 200,000 of the people who
need it the most won't have to pay any provincial taxes. That's a
really important point becauselower income Canadiansare punished
the worst with bracket creep. The value of the credits these people
rely on erodes because of inflation so that they end up paying more
money to the government. Many low-income Canadians have
moved from a situation of paying no tax to paying tax even though
the only increases they have seen have been to keep up with
inflation.

It'sjust not fair, and that’ s why we are not only indexing our tax
system but massively increasing personal and spousal deductionsto
make up for lost ground. We thought it waswrong that low-income
Albertans were paying taxes, and we fixed the problem. Oftenit's
money that could go towards rent, food, bills, new shoes, or
whatever elsethey need. Money istight at these lower incomes and
every penny counts for them. Not only does bracket creep rob the
rich; it takes money from the pockets of some of the Albertans who
need it the most.

Bill 18 and its new amendmentswill make the system fair. It will
relieve a huge amount of tax pressure from the people of this
province and will make sure we're actualy contributing to the
Alberta advantage that we' ve always been talking about. Thisisa
tax plan that has become the model for the rest of the country. |
should point out that it'sreally great to see that Ottawa has finally
opened their eyesto this problem and decided to follow our lead in
eliminating bracket creep.

| really think we're doing alot to create advantage for Albertans
through Bill 18, Mr. Chairman, and I’m proud to be a part of the
Assembly that has had the opportunity to do it. Thank you.

THE CHAIRMAN: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Glenora.
MR. SAPERS: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. | really appreciate the

vigour with which Calgary-Mountain View is engaging in debate
tonight. | think thishasto represent apersonal best on hispart: three

separate effortsin committee on the samebill. 1’'m not talking about
in the same legidlative session; I'm just talking on the same hill, on
the same amendment. It's got to represent a persona best. Very
impressive.

One of the concerns | haveisthat the amendment talks about how
the government wants to collect taxes based on asinglerate of 10.5
percent, but to listen to the Member for Calgary-Mountain View,
you would think the government really believes that all taxes, all
taxationisaform of punishment. I’'m going to go way out onalimb
here and take a red political risk and say that | don't think all
taxation is punishment.

Y ou know, | don’t know anybody that’s particularly glad to turn
over part of their hard-earned income to the tax man, but | do know
lots of people that enjoy public education and public health care.
They enjoy those public institutions that give us peace and security
and justice. They enjoy the roads, they enjoy the parks, and they
enjoy environmental protection. Mr. Chairman, generally speaking,
| think most Canadians agree that taxes are the price you pay for the
kind of society you want to build and you want to livein, so | don’t
think al taxation ispunishment, and | don’t think most Albertans or
most Canadians are opposed to paying fair taxes.

Y ou know, I’ ve seen those bumper stickersthat say: all taxes are
theft. Now, | suppose there might be one or two people out there
that believe that all taxes are theft, and they’ re probably the same
people that don’t put their money in the bank, because they don’t
trust it, so they keep it in a sock under their pillow. They're
probably the same peopl ethat have another bumper sticker that says:
this truck protected by Smith & Wesson. They probably have
another sign on the door that talks about al the people they never
want to seevisit them, and they probably don’t mind living that kind
of imprisoned life. For the most part, Mr. Chairman, | think
Canadians are far more fair-minded about taxation policy than
Calgary-Mountain View would have us believe.

Earlier | wastalking about the difference between therich and the
poor in this country and the growing gap, particularly here in
Alberta. What we know isthat this gap can be measured in so many
different ways. If you take alook at chief executive officer compen-
sation, for example, there was a survey donein 1977. It looked at
100 CEOs. Pay particular attention to this: the average compensa-
tion in 1997 for this group of 100 CEOs of large corporations was
$3.45 million annually. That was the average compensation. For
comparison purposes, just to put that in perspective, according to
Stats Canada, for 1997, the same year the average CEO compensa-
tion was amost three and a half million, the average Canadian
worker earned $31,100, |ess than one one-hundredth of the CEOs'
average.

Now, CEO compensation also has grown by an aarming rate,
whileyear over year the average worker’ sincomein thiscountry has
only grown by about 2 percent since 1996. So again, Mr. Chairman,
the argument of some who would have us believe that dl the
weslthy are packing their bags and going el sewhere because they're
not doing very well in this country would be misinforming us.

Let’stake alook at the argument that we have to provide greater
tax advantages to the wealthy than to anybody else because if we
don’t, they will take their capital and go elsewhere. Well, | would
like to know where all these very fine businessmen and business-
women would go, because in fact if you take alook at the average
percentage of return on capital between 1970 and 1979, do you know
that Canada is second only to Japan in terms of the average rate of
return on capital for that period of time? Fifteen percent compared
to 17.9 percent. The United Stateswas only at 14 percent. Invest-
ments made in this country did better than almost anyplace elsein
the world during that time period.
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If that's the case, then why is it that there are those out there
trying to get usto believe that tax policy isthe only way we can stop
this capital flight? Mr. Chairman, it doesn’t make any senseto me.
| would hope that the next time Calgary-Mountain View stands in
his place, maybe he will tell us what studies he has to back up his
assertion that Bill 18 istheanswer to this problem which we haven't
been able to nail down yet.

If we take alook at the rates of return on capital for the period
between 1980 to 1998, again we see the same experience as what
happened inthe ' 70s. If you takealook, first of al, at the’80s, you
find that the total return for the Organization for Economic Co-
operation and Development, OECD, countries, therate of capital on
average in let's say 1985 was 14.2 percent. By 1989 it was 15.5
percent. Not bad, but take alook at Canada s history: 19.2 percent
in "85, 19.3 percent in '89, again leading most of the developed
world. This is contrary to the cry that we hear so much that
corporate Canada has not been doing very well. Corporate Canada
can always do better; there's always room for improvement. Yes,
carefully crafted policy can help, but they have been doing very
well.

10:00

Let’stakealook at the 1990s. Again, let’scompare Canadato the
United States. In 1990 the rate of return was 17.1 percent in the
United States. For the G-7 it was 15.5 percent. In Canadait was
17.8, leading the G-7, leading the United States. In 1995 18.3
percent was the rate of return for the United States, 16.1 percent for
the G-7, 19.3 percent for Canada, leading once again. By 1998 the
United States had managed to attract arate of return of 18 and ahalf
percent, the G-7 countries 16.4 percent. Canada's performance
continued to be stable and above the average at 19.2 percent, Mr.
Chairman. These are figures that we don’t hear much from the
disciples of Reagan and Thatcher economics, not a headline that
we're likely to seein any of the Hollinger papers or in the headline
of the National Post either. Thefact isthat the numbersdon’t lie.

In 1996 15 OECD countries had a higher percentage of tax
revenue compared to GDP than Canada. By 1999 Canadawill have
dropped even further down the list, and because of the strength of
the federal economy, the management of the federal budget, and the
surplusthat is projected over the next decade, that ranking will even
become greater, Mr. Chairman. It will have dropped even further
down thelist.

Tax revenue as a percentage of GDP in Canadaright now isabout
38 percent, and we expect that to fall by at least afull third. Now,
Canadaisin themiddle of the pack on that measure. It doesn’t lead,
but it certainly doesn’t follow. Again, it's comparable to Germany,
the United Kingdom, Hungary. The economies of Greece, Norway,
Poland, Italy, the Netherlands, Austria, Luxembourg, France,
Belgium, et cetera, all do far worse on that measure, and really we' re
not dramatically different from other economies that we're often
compared to such as Australiaor even once again the United States.

So, Mr. Chairman, it's clear that tax policy has a huge impact on
theindividual lives of wage-earning Canadians. We know from the
statistics, we know from the evidence that there is this growing gap,
and we know or we should know that when we have an opportunity
through tax policy to do something about ameliorating the conditions
of the very poor, we should make that a priority instead of first
paying our attention to the circumstancesof thevery rich. That’ snot
socialism; that’sjust fairness. That's not saying that we don’t want
to make surethat everybody can do aswell as possible and leverage
everybody’ s advantage to the maximum. It just meansthat wedon’t
want to pick winners and losers. We believe fundamentally on this
sideof theHousein equality of opportunity, not of outcome, making
sure that people get the same breaks at the same time. We don't

want to keep onreinforcing all of thedistortionsthat are currently in
our system.

Mr. Chairman, earlier today during the Routine | had an opportu-
nity to table three amendments in the Assembly. | tabled one
amendment which, as| said during tabling, would refer the detail of
this bill to the Standing Committee on Law and Regulations. |
tabled another amendment which would ensure that there was
completeflow through to the Albertataxpayer for any of the benefits
of federal tax reform, because in this delinking we' re afraid that the
provincial government won't rush to pass along tax savings to
Albertans as a result of the very aggressive tax reform and tax
reductions being done at the federal level.

The third amendment that | tabled is one that | was hoping we
would be ableto get toin debate, Mr. Chairman. I’ ve beeninformed
that that’s likely not to happen, and | don’t know why it is that the
government would want to stop debate on this. While we were
dealing with Bill 19, there's an amendment currently that’s on the
floor to be debated. The idea behind the amendment isto synchro-
nize the removal of both the deficit elimination taxes, but in order
for that amendment to be effective, we would have to further amend
Bill 18 to amend section 89(3) to ensure that the deficit elimination
tax isremoved in the 1999 taxation year not the year 2000 taxation
year.

Now, the government seemsto bewanting to frustrate our attempt
to get this amendment onto the floor of the Assembly so we can
debateit. All I can think isthat this government wants to maintain
this .5 percent flat tax that over one and a half income tax payers
haveto pay for an extrayear. Why they want to continueto pick the
pockets of taxpayersto the tune of some $350 million isbeyond me,
particularly whenwelisten to theargumentsput forward by Calgary-
Mountain View about how thisgovernment wantsto rush to remove
these hurtful and regressive forms of taxation.

Sowe'rein area quandary here because the government isreally
controlling theagenda. They’' rewatching the clock, and they’ re sort
of manipulating things around the fact that they would like not to
have an opportunity for the House to vote on these Liberal amend-
ments which are needed in order to synchronize the changesin Bill
19.

At some point we'll have to vote on the government amendment,
and | think what's likely after that is that the government will
probably not bring back Bill 18 until they can control theclock again
through the use of closure. So Albertans may never have the benefit
of thisamendment proposed by the Liberal opposition. So whenwe
get to Bill 19, the government wants to continue gloating that
somehow it has found an error in the logic of what it is the Official
Opposition istrying to do.

| just hope that the government doesn’t continue to think so little
of Albertansthat they won't be ableto quickly seethrough that kind
of tactic and understand it for thecynical bit of politicsthat itis, Mr.
Chairman. It seems to me that what we have is a striking example
of thisgovernment being petty and playing politicswhileat the same
time they want to put themselves up on this tax-cut pedestal and
pretend that what they're really doing is in the best interest of
everyone. Of course, al they're trying to accomplish now is
something that’s in the best interests of themselves. Their policy
will not well serve Albertans, and this particular strategy about
trying to block debate will not well serve Albertans otherwise.

Mr. Chairman, | fear that if | wereto yield thefloor and allow this
government amendment to come to a vote, the result would be that
immediately the government would adjourn, and wewould never be
abletomoveon. Sol’mnotinclined to do that at thispoint. | think
I will just simply continue describing the difficulties | have with the
current government policy even asthe proposed amendmentswould
have impact on it.
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There was a paper presented in 1998 by The Urban Institute in
Washington, D.C. and authored by Eugene Steuerle. Thetitleof his
paper is The Simple Arithmetic of Flat Taxes. Thetitle of that paper
really struck me, because I've always been frankly a little bit
intimidated by tax policy. Y ou know, when you read all the tax acts
and you sit down with your accountants and you sit down with
lawyers and you try to understand the whole myriad of Revenue
Canadarulingsand al theinterpretation bulletins, I' ve alwaysfound
it to be very complex. | haveto clear my mind. | haveto focus. |
have to have, you know, the lights on high and the music down low,
and | haveto be ableto realy pay attention. | haveto realy be able
to focusin to make surethat | understand it and that | get everything
lined up properly.

Then it struck me that when this government comes through with
aflat tax proposal, what they’'re trying to do is find a very simple
solution to avery complex problem. There'sasaying | heard once.
Y ou know, it’s like one of those Murphy’slaws: for every complex
problem there is a simple solution, and it's always wrong. | think
that’s what we' ve got here.

10:10

We' ve got avery complex situation with tax policy. We've spent
hours so far in debate explaining the interaction of tax policy on
socia policy and on the economy and the fiscal dividends and the
economic dividends. You know that if you change one variable it
affects so many other variables, so there's nothing simple about tax
policy. So when | read this, The Simple Arithmetic of Flat Taxes,
| thought: that describesthisgovernment to atee. Y ouknow, simple
thought, a smple process; let’s try to boil this down to something
that’s so simple that it becomes almost meaningless.

So instead of working hard, rolling up their sleeves, you know,
breaking asweat on their brows, really paying attention to the detail,
what this government has done instead is say: “Well, you know
what? We'll just package up a simple idea with some political
rhetoric, and we'll try to sdll it to Albertans because we don’t have
much respect for Albertans.” Now, thisiswhat | imaginewas going
oninthegovernment’ smind, simply saying: well, you know, | think
that Albertans won't question us, because after all we're the
government.

What weknow, Mr. Chairman, particul arly with the experienceon
Bill 11 is that the government doesn’t have that kind of trust or
support from Albertans. Albertans are far more sophisticated than
this government has given them credit for. Albertans are far more
on the ball when it comes to the harmful impacts of socia policy, in
particular tax policy.

So this government may think that they can pull the wool over the
eyes of thevotersin thisprovince, and they may be arrogant enough
to think that they can get away with it because of the way they
ramrodded through Bill 11, but I’'m here to tell you along with my
colleaguesin the Liberal opposition that that’ s not the message that
we'regetting. It’snot the message we' re getting on the doorstepsin
the Edmonton-Highlandsby-élection. It’scertainly not the message
we' re getting on our fax machines and in our phonecallsand in our
letters. It just makes me want to scream out sometimes, Mr.
Chairman, when | think that this government is really that out of
touch, yet they still think they have the moral authority to continue
to govern and just to push through whatever initiative they want.

In any case, al of that sort of came to mind when | read thistitle
The Simple Arithmetic of Flat Taxes. But the Steuerlearticlehasan
interesting quote, and 1'd like to share it with you, Mr. Chairman.
What he saysis:

The simple arithmetic of tax reform revealsthat thereisno freeride.
Improvements in fairness and simplification are possible, but they
require not a wave of the hand, but step by step examination of

amost every government program in the tax code or in the expendi-
ture system. This is very hard work, it doesn't promise that
everyonewill be awinner when the legislation is finally drafted, and
it can't be done without employing some basic arithmetic.

Mr. Chairman, this government has been trying to use the
approach of simple answers to complex problems since 1993, when
the Treasurer of the day, Jim Dinning, said in apublic forumin Red
Deer that there’ sasmart way and adumb way to cut budgets, and he
prefers the dumb way: just cut. Y ou know, he wasn't kidding, and
it set the tone for what this government has done. That very same
individual, who is now the chairman of the Calgary regiona health
authority, talking about what's gone wrong in health, said: we'd
rather experiment than plan. It's unbelievable. So when he's
Provincial Treasurer in 1993 to when he's the servant of the
government in the year 2000 in the Calgary regiona health author-
ity, the same attitude is prevalent.

Thereisno reward for that kind of simple thinking, for that kind
of laziness. Thereisareward for hard work. Thereisareward for
paying attention. Thereisareward for planning. We should not |et
this government get away with that kind of laissez-faire attitude
particularly when it comesto the hard-earned money of the men and
the women we were elected to represent. | think that this govern-
ment should be embarrassed by the direction they’ re going with tax
reform, Mr. Chairman, and | look forward to my next opportunity to
pursue that particular thought.

THE CHAIRMAN: The hon. Government House L eader.

MR. HANCOCK: Wéll, thank you, Mr. Chairman. | think we've
heard anumber of commentstonight about government not allowing
thingsto cometo thetable and rambling debate on thingsthat aren’t
on thetable. Thefact of the matter is that we' re on an amendment
to Bill 18, and that anendment is avery good amendment. Bill 18,
asit was brought forward, dealt with the circumstances that we had
planned for, fully anticipating that the federa government might
bring someamendmentsto their budget based on theinput which has
been made by Albertafrom time to time and over the yearsthat they
should reindex, that they should be cutting taxes, that they should do
a number of things. It was anticipated that if they did in fact cut
taxes, there would need to be amendments to this bill in order to
make sure that those tax cuts were passed through.

So the amendment is a good amendment. It moves from the 11
percent rate, which was originaly proposed in the policy, to 10.5
percent, and it rai sesthe personal exemption that was proposed from
$11,620 to $12,900. And those are important. The dual changeis
very important, because what it does, as has been said in this House
before, isremove 195,000 Albertansfrom thetax rolls. Therecan be
nothing fairer, Mr. Chairman, than removing low-income Albertans
from the tax rolls, and this amendment does that.

It'savery fair process, because what it does as well islower the
singlerate to 10.5 percent. Now, | like to talk about this as a two-
rate tax system. There is zero percent tax for those who earn at a
rate a which they wouldn’t be taxed because of the personal
exemption. We shouldn’t forget in this discussion that of course
spousal exemptions are going up significantly, so both a taxpayer
and a taxpayer’s spouse, if they’re not an income earner, have the
same exemptions. So thisisavery fair process to families. All of
the existing tax credits remain, so income earners in the middle-
income range have the benefit of al of the tax exemptions and the
tax credits that they’ ve had before.

It savery, very fair process, and coupled with the progressive tax
rate system that the federal government still maintains in terms of
the multirate structure, the combination of the two gives Albertathe
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best possible tax position for small business to operate, for the
economy to operate, for money to be returned to taxpayers' pockets
so that it can be recirculated through the economy, and in general it
makes a very, very strong Alberta advantage gain. So, Mr. Chair-
man, | think thisis avery, very good amendment.

Now, Edmonton-Glenorawas purporting to speak to this amend-
ment but in fact tried to spesk to other amendments which they
haven't brought forward yet but tabled in the House today. What
they're trying to do is suggest that by amending Bill 19, which
comes up for debate later on, we can move to next year the removal
of the surtax that comes off this year under Bill 19 and then amend
Bill 18 to bring it back into thisyear. Well, that's about as ad hoc
tax planning as any that they accuse the government of doing.

The fact of the matter is, Mr. Chairman, that over a year ago
Albertans were promised that the surtax would come off this year
and that the delinking would happen next year. That’'swhen we can
delink; that’s when we will delink at the earliest possible opportu-
nity. That'swhat’s appropriate. That's good planning. That's not
the ad hockery that the Liberals would have us engagein now, by a
simple twist of the wrist move it back a tax year, which can’t be
done because you can't bring this in without delinking from the
federal government. So it’s just inappropriate for the Liberals to
suggest that we have kept them off the debate floor when they could
have allowed avote at any time on this.

Mr. Chairman, at this point in time we do have to debate other
business of the House, so | would move that the committee rise and
report progress.

[Motion carried]
10:20
[The Deputy Speaker in the chair]

MR. SHARIFF: Mr. Speaker, the Committee of the Whole has had
under consideration a certain bill. The committee reports progress
on Bill 18. | wish to table copies of al amendments considered by
the Committee of the Whole on this date for the official records of
the Assembly.

THE DEPUTY SPEAKER: Does the Assembly concur in this
report?

SOME HON. MEMBERS: Agreed.
THE DEPUTY SPEAKER: Opposed?
SOME HON. MEMBERS: No.

THE DEPUTY SPEAKER: So ordered.

head: Government Bills and Orders
head: Committee of the Whole
(continued)

Bill 19
Alberta Income Tax Amendment Act, 2000

20. Mr. Hancock moved:
Be it resolved that further consideration of any or al of the
resolutions, clauses, sections, or titles of Bill 19, Alberta
Income Tax Amendment Act, 2000, shall, when called, be the
first business of the committee and shall not be further post-
poned.

[The voice vote indicated that the motion carried]

[Severa membersrose caling for adivision. Thedivision bell was
rung at 10:22 p.m.]

[Ten minutes having elapsed, the committee divided]
[Mr. Tannas in the chair]

For the motion:

Amery Fischer Paszkowski
Boutilier Fritz Shariff
Broda Graham Smith
Calahasen Hancock Stevens
Clegg Hlady Strang
Coutts Klapstein Taylor
Ducharme Magnus Woloshyn
Dunford McFarland Y ankowsky
Evans Melchin Zwozdesky
Against the motion:

Bonner Leibovici Sapers
Carlson Nicol Soetaert
Dickson Olsen

Totds: For — 27 Against—8

[Government Motion 20 carried]
THE CHAIRMAN: The hon. Government House Leader.

MR. HANCOCK: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. | would at thistime
ask for unanimous consent of the House to abridge the Standing
Orders such that if any other votes are taken on Bill 19 before the
committee adjournsthat the bellsring for the normal 10 minutesfor
the first vote and thereafter be abridged to one minute.

[Unanimous consent granted)]

THE CHAIRMAN: Okay. We have Bill 19, then, under way, and
we have amendment Al, as moved by the hon. Member for
Edmonton-Glenora. The hon. Member for Edmonton-Glenora.

MR. SAPERS: Mr. Chairman, thank you. We had avery interesting
circumstance last week, before the May long weekend, when I'm
sure the government was hoping that the minds of Albertans would
be paid to the burgeoning spring and the warmth of the sun and the
blue skies that most of us enjoyed in this province. | think the
government was hoping that nobody would notice what stunt the
government pulled. You know what? They noticed, and | heard
about it. People were actually outraged that the government would
take the opportunity to pull the kind of stunt that they did in terms
of the time allocation on these tax hills.

We have Bill 18 and we have Bill 19. Redlly, this is a tota
restructuring of theway taxesare collected inthisprovince. There's
really no reason why bills 18 and 19 couldn’t have been done
together in one bill except the government wasn’t sure what it
wanted to do interms of tax strategy when it cameto thefinedetails.

See, in 1996 the government had said that they were going to
eliminatethe .5 percent tax that all Albertataxpayerspay. Thenthey
changed their mind because they thought they couldn’t afford it. So
in 1999, when they published the budget for 2000, they did a full
reversal, and they said: no; we're only going to get rid of the high-
income surtax, the 8 percent that about 390,000 Albertans pay, and
maybe nobody will notice. So because they did that reversal of
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policy, they really had to do two separate bills, because Bill 18,
which totally redraftsthe tax act for Alberta—it’s called the Alberta
Personal Income Tax Act —hasin it a section that talks specifically
about one of the deficit elimination taxes. Bill 19 amendsoneof the
sections that would bein Bill 18.

As | was describing before, because of the intricacies of parlia-
mentary procedure in the opposition we're not allowed to amend a
section of a hill that’s not in the origina hill. So thisis why we
come to an amendment such as the amendment before us, which is
amending section 3.03, to talk about the flat tax being withdrawn in
the same year as to which section 3.04 applies, which of courseis
the section 3.04 that’s in Bill 18.

Now, when | moved this, | madeit very clear that theintent of this
and the only reason why we couldn’t do it directly was because, as
| say, of these intricacies of parliamentary procedure, but the intent
clearly isto ensurethat thegovernment can’ t pick winnersand losers
with their tax reforms, that they would remove both of these so-
called deficit elimination taxes at the same time next year; in other
words, for the 2000 tax year.

Now, the Government House L eader, like akid trapped in acandy
store, ringing hishandsand jumping with glee, went: “My goodness,
my goodness,” or words to that effect. | think he said: this is
delicious, so exactly like a child in a candy store. He said: thisis
delicious; the Official Opposition has made a mistake. Now, | can
understand his delight, because of course the Officia Opposition
does not make mistakes. So | can understand his delight when he
thought he had found an error. Hecouldn’t contain himself. Infact,
| have never seen the Government House L eader more animated.

My colleague the Official Opposition House Leader, who wasn’t
present to see the performance, read Hansard this morning and
called me and said: Sapers, what did you do to Hancock? That's
what hesaid. It'saquote, Mr. Chairman. “What did you doto him?
He was so animated, it literally jumped off the page at me.” He
could tell. He could seethe gleam in hiseye. Hischecks got rosy.
He was light on his feet, and the reason why is because, again, he
thought he had found a mistake.

Now, the mistake, of course, is his. Theissueisthat the govern-
ment controls the timing on when bills areintroduced, and they can
control that in a thousand different ways, as we've seen over the
course of just this very day, so the timing is not of the Official
Opposition’s choosing. What we can do is bring honest and
accountable opposition into this Legisative Assembly to make sure
that the government can'’t just run roughshod over the people of this
province. So we introduced an amendment to Bill 19, this amend-
ment which will seeto it that the .5 percent flat tax isremoved at the
same time so that average Albertans don't take it in the neck, Mr.
Chairman, because this government wants to play favourites.

Now, of course, you have to read this together with one of those
amendments that | tabled earlier today during the Routine, particu-
larly the amendment on Bill 18 that would amend section 89(3).

10:40
MR. DICKSON: That'sthe Liberal fair tax tax?

MR. SAPERS: It isin fact, Calgary-Buffalo, al part of the Liberal
fair tax package, in fact truly for the first time since 1993 what
would really be an Alberta advantage. The Libera opposition has
comeforward with the beginnings of tax reform that will befair, will
be fundamental, will befocused, will be comprehensive, and will be
sustainable, all admirable goals, none of which the government
initiatives can achieve.

MR. DICKSON: Y ou should be selling thisin West Edmonton Mall
gift shops.

MR. SAPERS: Well, | fully expect the Harris Conservativesto pick
up onthisLiberal package and bring it into Ontario, and then maybe
once Mr. Harris adopts our plan, the current Premier will see that,
since he's aways so nervous about what it is that Ontario is doing.
He'll look back there across the Canadian Shield, and he' |l seewhat
itisthat’s going on in Ontario and say: well, we can’t let Harris out
tax reform us. He'll bring the Liberal package back into Alberta—
and that would be okay with me if that happened, Mr. Chairman —
and then they would implement what would be truly fundamental
and fair and comprehensive and sustainabletax reform. If that’sthe
way it has to go, you know, maybe what I'll do is air express this
package of amendments over to Mike Harris.

Maybe | should send it to Tom Long too, because, you see, when
he putsit onthe agendafor the Canadian Alliance, maybetheformer
Provincia Treasurer will seeit aswell and think: oh, my goodness,
somebody else has abetter idea; I’ d better appropriateit for myself.
Then maybe we'll see it fed back into the system that way as well,
because we know full well that those characters don’t have any
qualms at all about appropriating the good ideas of others. So we
would give them thisgood idea because we know it’ stheright thing
to do.

The bottom line here, Mr. Chairman, is that contrary to what the
Government House Leader would have Albertans believe, that the
Bill 19 amendment that’ s before usis out of sequence or prolonging
the collection of this so-called deficit elimination tax, this tax that
was brought in in 1987 — and | believe the deficit was gone by '94
or’'95. Budget ' 96 was the first budget without adeficit. Actually,
| believe that was about ayear after Saskatchewan eliminated theirs.
So the Alberta claims about, you know, whose budget was balanced
first are probably a little exaggerated, but that’s okay. 1'm still
proud to be an Albertan. It’sjust the government | take issue with,
Mr. Chairman.

In any case, we have the budget balanced, the deficit gone, but
this government has for years and years and years proceeded to
collect these so-called deficit elimination taxes, which were only
supposed to be temporary. What we want to do is eliminate them
both, and we want to eliminate them both as soon as possible. The
soonest we can do that, of course, would be the very next taxation
year. So that’sthe impact of these amendments.

| want the hundreds of Albertansin the galleries with us tonight
and | want all of the men and women who will be reading Hansard
and those tuned in on the worldwide web on real-time audio,
listening right now, because | know my son is — and, Jeremy, it's
time for bed —to al understand that these two amendments have to
beread together. You haveto take alook at this, because, as| said,
Bill 18 is a comprehensive rewrite of the Albertatax legislation. It
hasasectionin it that relates to one of the deficit elimination taxes.
Bill 19, whichisreally an amending act to the new Alberta Personal
Income Tax Act, talks to another deficit elimination tax. Y ou have
to read them both together. It's been approved by Parliamentary
Counsel, and it's the only way that we can bring this measure of
fairnessto Albertans.

Soif | haveto say it again soit’s crystal clear, | will. What this
will do, in effect, ismake sure that at the very next opportunity, the
next taxation year, when Albertans sit down to fill out their tax
returns for the income they’ ve earned this year, they will be able to
save themselves from paying not just that 8 percent surcharge that
the government wantsto just forgive for the highest income earners
in the province; they would also be saved from paying the .5 percent
flat tax, which generates about $340 million worth of revenue,
projected on an annual basis, and which is paid by over 1.5 million
tax filers. That's over $340 million and probably closer to $350
million this year, and with the growth in this province it might even
be closer to 1.6 million Albertatax filers.
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In any case, the majority of taxpayers, amost every single one of
them, will pay the .5 percent. Only those at the higher income level
pay the surcharge. We don't think that’sfair. We don't think the
wesalthy deserve yet another break on top of all of the goodies that
this government already provides for them. We want to make sure
that this tax reform advantages the widest variety of Albertans.
That’ swhy we brought in thisamendment. That’ swhy | would urge
this government to vote in favour of it.

Please, | would say to my colleaguesin the Legislative Assembly,
don’t take notice of the gleeful musings of the Government House
Leader when he suggests that the Official Opposition would have
Albertans paying this tax for an extrayear. That is nonsense. In
fact, it’ smorethan nonsense. It’sbull droppings, Mr. Chairman. Of
course, the evidence of that is that anendment Al to 19 is the
companion or, as my colleague from Calgary-Buffalo says, the
Siamese twin to this amendment for Bill 18, which | have aready
spoken to.

It could not have been made simpler. Thisisdeadly simple. This
could not have been made simpler. Theonly way it could have been
made simpler is if the government had kept its word in 1996 and
eliminated that .5 percent tax first so that when they rewrote the tax
act in Bill 18, we wouldn’t have had this mismatch between which
deficit elimination tax was going to go first. 1t would have been
made simpler if the government hadn’t broken its promise. But
since, you know, this government has a habit of not keeping its
word, we have to do what we can, given the rules of procedure, to
hold this government accountable. So here we have these two
amendments, which really must be read side by each so that all
Albertans will get the full appreciation that it is the goa of the
Official Opposition to remove not just the 8 percent surcharge but
the .5 percent flat tax as well and to do that as quickly as possible.

| don’t know, Mr. Chairman, how much more needs to be said at
this point in time. It seems to me that it couldn’t be clearer; it
couldn’t be simpler; it couldn’t be more fair or fundamental. | will
yield momentarily to see whether or not my arguments have caused
atax epiphany on the part of government members, and they will
quickly accept this amendment as the one that makes sense. Of
coursg, if they haven't come to that realization, Mr. Chairman . . .

Chairman’s Ruling
Speaking Twicein a Debate

THE CHAIRMAN: The hon. member made reference to something
that’s not possible. Once the closure motion ison, you get to speak
once; okay?

MR. SAPERS: You'reright. Thanks. My colleagues, Mr. Chair-
man.

THE CHAIRMAN: Okay; fair enough. Good. | just didn’t want
you to sit down thinking that you were going to be able to come up,
and you're not.

10:50

MR. SAPERS: No. And of course it's sad that we're under that
duress at this point in the debate, Mr. Chairman. | wasinspired by
Calgary-Mountain View rising not once, not twice, but three times
during the amendment on Bill 18, and | would have appreciated
being able speak as many times at least on my own amendment on
thisvery important matter. But because the government isusing the
heavy hand of closureand clubbing democratic debate once again to
aclose in the Chamber, | won't be able to do that. But | know my
colleagues will carry on the debate.

The thought that | was trying to complete was that | would yield

the floor to the government to see whether or not they had seen the
error of their ways. Of course, | don’t expect an apology or any act
of contrition from the Government House Leader, but you know |
would expect him at |east to be silent while his colleagues stand and
say: well, gee, you know, this amendment to Bill 19 really does
make sense. Then, as| say, we'll hear from my colleagues as well.

Debate Continued

MR. SAPERS: So, Mr. Chairman, thank you for making sure that |
was correct in the impact of closure. As| conclude, | will simply
reiterate that the government’s plan is to remove the 8 percent
surchargefirst. Thisisasurchargethat’s paid by less than 400,000
high-income Albertans. The Liberal amendment would cause the
removal of the .5 percent flat tax, which is paid by all Alberta tax
filers. Wedon't think it's fair to reward the wealthy first, particu-
larly at the expense of those who aren’t, so wewould liketo see both
of these deficit elimination taxes gone, gone, gone, and our amend-
ments, read together, would accomplish exactly that.
Thank you.

THE CHAIRMAN: The hon. Member for Calgary-North West.

MR. MELCHIN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. | risetoday to speak to
Bill 19 and to the amendments before us. In effect, you know, the
amendment is literally just repealing the opportunity for the
government to accomplish its purpose in Bill 19 of repealing the 8
percent surtax. [interjections] Would you like that more clearly?

AN HON. MEMBER: Yes, please.

MR. MELCHIN: Okay. Let me say that again. This amendment
would defeat the main purpose of Bill 19 by preventing the opportu-
nity of getting rid of the 8 percent surtax.

Certainly | can't see anybody around here that would be thrilled
to seethat weleave an 8 percent surtax in place. | don’t hear anyone
saying that there was any complaining or worry on behalf of the
weslthy that this temporary measure in 1987 was introduced as a
surtax to fight the deficit, adeficit elimination tax. | don't ever hear
the complaint that it’ seasy enough to put on thistemporary measure
with the promise that it be temporary and that at some stage when
deficits were eliminated, the 8 percent surtax would be eliminated.
| can't see that we would have anything but an obligation as a
government. That'swhy thisbill has been brought before us. Now
that the deficits have been eliminated, we aso must honour the
obligation and promise that was made in previous years that this
surtax would be eliminated.

It's a great thing for al Albertans that we would be able to
demonstrate to them not just who benefitsbut certainly that we show
that we fulfill obligations and promises of the past governments.
The wesalthy, too, will not then be said to be fighting a surtax or
deficit which no longer exists. The province has had already a few
yearsin which we' ve had opportunity to apply our annual surpluses
towards that debt, the net debt now being eliminated and therefore
no deficit or debt remaining as obligations or as rationale for
retaining this.

Section 3(3), if it wereamended, literally would just leave the rest
of the bill to housekeeping amendments. Even those remaining
housekeeping amendments are important as they are since this act
will continue forward. Even with the introduction of Bill 18 and
with the acceptance of that act this bill doesn’t end with the new
income tax act being put in place. This act will have to remain in
forcefor yearsto come. Asyou know, when anyonefilesanincome
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tax return, they go back for a period of years through assessments,
up to seven years. When they go back and audit the returns of the
past years, thisact will still beinforce and apply to those applicable
years. So aswe go forward, there will be anumber of thingsin this
act, in cleaning up, that no longer apply in the old act as minor
amendments. Certainly the renters’ assistance tax credit, one of
those, has not been in place since 1986.

Another amendment we' re seeing that will be brought forward in
this bill that continues forward with it is the repeal of the reference
to theliability of corporationsfor Albertaincometax. Most of these
things | guess could continue, but since this act will have alife for
yearsyet to come, we may aswell seethat clarification isbrought to
it. Theforeigntax credit likewiseremovesreferenceto corporations
in the calculation of the Alberta foreign tax credit. It's no longer
needed since this is dealing with personal income tax, and the
corporate reference no longer has application.

Thecritical part of this, the elimination of the surtax of 8 percent,
thebasic tax in excess of $3,500 isthe main element and purposefor
which this act isbeing brought forward at this stage. Now, we have
certainly heard arguments to the effect that it will only benefit a
certain portion of the public, and it istruethat this surtax does apply
to incomes above athreshold of $47,000 today, but it’ s not true that
there hasn't already been an application or introductions in the
existing Income Tax Act that would benefit all Albertans.

In 1997 there was the introduction of the Albertafamily employ-
ment tax credit. This credit gives a tax break of up to $1,000 to
lower and middle-income families. So already we see that not just
the wealthy have benefited in this regard, but certainly to the lower
and the middle-income familiesthe enrichment of the Albertafamily
employment tax credit has already been introduced back in 1997.
That was the first one that was chosen to be changed and improved
prior to any removal of surtaxes.

They talk about maybe choosing the flat tax at a half percent, and
that certainly isan important part of our revisionsin the new Alberta
Income Tax Act. It'sin Bill 18 that that surtax will be eliminated
asoin 2001. Yet al Albertans benefited in 1998, when we cut the
tax rate from 45 and a half percent to 44 percent. All Albertans
benefited from this: the low certainly, the middle-income class —
they are the greatest numbers of Albertans paying incometax, so as
aclassinitself they have benefited substantially — and certainly so
would the wealthy. The combined impact of those moves meant a
65 percent cut for asingle-income family with two children earning
$30,000 per year.

Now, persona income tax will be paid under the new Alberta
Personal Income Tax Act beginning in 2001. However, as I'd
mentioned previoudly, the Alberta Income Tax Act is going to
remain in place for seven to 10 years for administrative purposes.

In 1999 because our existing income tax was tied to the federal,
we did match al the federa increases in the basic and spousa
exemptions. Those enriched exemptions have benefited all classes
of taxpayers, not just the wealthy. We have seen three different
measures that have benefited the low and middle and al income
taxpayersprior to even removing the supposed advantagefor just the
weslthy.

We do see at this stage even with the recent federal income tax
announcementsfor thisyear that those savings have been passed on.
As the federa rates have come down and the indexation has
improved, those get matched automatically for 1999 and the year
2000 with our existing income tax system.

So all Albertans have benefited substantially and will continue to
do so. We would have liked to have and could have potentially
introduced the new act earlier, but to delink from the federal
government, there is a time requirement to adjust and change

methodologies and systems and for notice periods that we were
required to give to the federal government. In that light, 2001 was
thefirst year that we were ableto make the broad, sweeping changes
in our Income Tax Act. But with the opportunity to remove them
and, | would say, to go back to the original promiseto Albertans, we
said that when the time came, when the deficit was eliminated, these
surtaxes would be eliminated, that they, too, would be taken off the
books.

11:00

Asasymbolic gesture to even the lowest income taxpayers, those
that may not even be onthetax rolls, I think it’ s critical that they see
they have a government that when there's a promise given, when
there's a tax raised for the purposes intended and that purpose is
accomplished, when that date arrives, the end of that tax also
happens. It’stoo easy for governmentsto lay in placeincome taxes
or any other forms of revenue collection with astated purpose or for
aperiod of time. We've already, just by the discussion here, found
out how difficult it isto remove such atemporary measure.

Weall know that income taxes were introduced in this country as
a temporary measure back in World War | to pay for the war
measures and those expenditures for the war, and we also find that
wefight adifferent battletoday with the surtax. 1t wasimplemented
for adifferent purpose, a different cause, and that certainly was to
pay for the debts and the accumulated expenditures we hadn’t paid
for in previous years. We had to find a means to pay for those
services which we received. Y et now when the day has come that
we try to eliminate such a surtax or such atax, we find nothing but
complaint that maybe not all Albertans but maybe those who arein
the wealthy class for whom thiswas just atemporary measure—it is
not harming anybody by removing the tax, but it certainly is
benefiting those to whom the promise was made, and that appliesto
al Albertans.

In fact, in 1986 and ' 87, when that was applied, there were many
Albertans who would have been in the low-income stages at that
time in their life and who could be and probably are in the upper-
income aspects of it today, so it was never intended that you
wouldn’t have an opportunity to become one of the wealthy. In
Canada this isn't exactly a wealthy measure; we're only talking
$47,000. If thisisthe wealthy class, the average incomein my own
constituency | know is certainly well abovethat measure, so I’ vegot
to look to all the people of my constituency whom | represent. The
average family household incomes are above that measure. That's
the average. So we have certain members here even in thiswhom |
represent. For hisown purposes we haveto seethat thisisgiven for
his benefit, and for that aspect I’'m pleased to see that we can deliver
on that promise. | would say that not just in my area but throughout
Albertathe average family incomeis abovethisthreshold, and there
are a substantial number that will benefit by it.

No one has ever said that you shouldn’t seek to benefit, to work
hard to improve your industry and opportunity to earn greater
income. Thiswould only be abetter incentive to show to therest of
Albertans that though they may not be in that income tax bracket
today, they too would have the opportunity to retain more of their
dollars, that that extraincremental time they spend, the effort they
push, the risk they might take might be rewarded, that they might
have an opportunity to keep it in their own pockets.

I’m pleased to see not that we would support the amendment to
get rid of that but that we would deliver on apromisethat the surtax,
this 8 percent surtax, be eliminated effective January 1, 2000, this
year. Also, it will be, | would say, an exciting day in January of
2001 when we can eliminate the other surtax and completely modify
the Income Tax Act.

For this purpose, Mr. Chairman, | would certainly plead with all
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my colleagues and those in the opposition that they give serious
reconsideration to supporting Bill 19 in its present form, that the
surtax along with the minor amendmentsto it be fully accepted as
implemented, and that we fulfill the promises made back in the
previous years.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

THE CHAIRMAN: The hon. Member for Edmonton-M eadowlark.

MSLEIBOVICI: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. | risetonight to speak
in favour of the amendment, and listening to the speaker before me,
it amost sounded as if he, too, were speaking in favour of the
amendment, so it will be interesting to see where he stands when it
comes to the standing vote.

Thereality isthat we are talking about a government plan which
will, in removing the 8 percent surcharge, affect about 400,000
Albertans. Our amendment, when looked at in conjunction with Bill
18, will look at positively affecting all taxpayers within this
province, so there' sareal difference asto what we have put forward
with regards to amendments to the tax system within this province.
We believe that the system needsto be awholelot fairer, and that is
one of the reasons this amendment is now on the floor of this
Assembly, to ensure that in fact that will happen.

Y ou know, right now I'm looking at aletter I’ ve received from a
constituent with regards to PDD and the unfairness in the way that
individua is being requested to ook after her son and pay substan-
tial out-of-pocket costsfor ensuring that her son receivesthekind of
support he could not receive from an agency. Those coststhat she's
looking at paying out of pocket are over $1,000 amonth. That’sjust
one instance of where | look at what the real concerns of Albertans
are with regards to awhole host of programs. Whether it iswithin
PDD, whether it is the out-of-pocket costs they’ re paying for MRIs
and now CAT scans, whether it isthe so-called new initiative by the
government with regards to aging in place, the fact is that what we
are going to seeisincreased out-of-pocket costs to Albertans.

[Mr. Shariff in the chair]

We have in front of us atax plan that in effect will differentially
reward people in different income brackets within Alberta, so what
we see again is a government that very much plays favourites and
very much ensures that those who have the ability to pay out of
pocket for different support serviceswill have better accessto those
services and better trestment than those who cannot. So it’s almost
a double whammy that people in the middle to lower income
brackets are going to be dealt when Bill 18 and Bill 19 are passed.

| say “when” becausein fact this government has brought closure
inon Bill 18 and is bringing closurein on Bill 19, and whether Bill
19 is passed in the spring session or in perhaps the upcoming fall
session of this Legislative Assembly, it seems this government is
bound and determined to passit. If infact they don't passBill 19in
the spring session, then perhaps there’'s a message there that the
Liberal opposition has been right in terms of what they have been
saying with regards to the discrepancies in the effects of Bill 19.

Y ou know, | look at what' shappened over thelast seven yearsand
many, many years ago — many years ago: just Six or seven years ago
— when the government talked about the fact that their cuts were
going to do wonderful thingsfor this province. They were going to
improve the health care system, improve the education system, and
improve the delivery of social services and the socia services net.
| said at that point that the emperor had no clothes and that in fact
the Klein-speak we were hearing from the government and the
government members was nothing but that in effect when they said
one thing, in actual fact something else happened.

We saw alot of that occur in the Bill 11 debate. When it became
very clear that what they were talking about was private, for-profit
hospitals, the government would say: no, that is not the case; they
are surgica clinics. Well, the only people that were being fooled
were the government members, who in actua fact seemed to have
undertaken Klein-speak as part of their lingo. They must have a
dictionary somewhere in their back pocket that indicates what
exactly is meant when the Premier says one thing but in fact it's
something else.

11:10

Lately we' ve had the Premier talk about Bill 18 and Bill 19 in
terms of Ralph economics, and in fact what we havein front of usis
Ralph economics. Againwe see ablack-is-white scenario wherethe
government members come into the Legidlative Assembly — and
now it’smore of an Alice in Wonderland experience, | find, in here
—they sit in their seats, and all of a sudden reality seems to disap-
pear. We're in a topsy-turvy world where the figures that are in
front of the government members mean absolutely nothing. Thefact
that the tax breaks that are provided are much less for the lower
income and middle-income levels than the upper-income levels
doesn’t seem to have any impact. In fact, the government members
will stand in their places and say that that is not the case.

Though sometimes figures can lie and we see that on some
occasions, in this particular case when we look for the so-called
benefitsto the middle- and low-income earners, we seethat they are
not there. They are in fact an adverse benefit, if we want to call it
that, when you look at al the other out-of-pocket costs that are
provided for by various Albertans as a result of varying needs in
providing for themselves and their families.

So what we have is the amendment that will attempt again, asthe
Official Opposition tried to on a number of occasions — there's an
old saying about trying to make lemonade out of lemons. Thisis
one such situation, where we are trying to amend a particular bill
that is in fact an amending act to another bill that substantially
changes the tax structure. We'd try to incorporate a measure of
fairness within both those bills so that all income earners can in fact
appreciate the same kinds of savings and benefits that at this point
only the higher income earners will be able to appreciate.

Now, in the by-election that is occurring at this point in time, this
isanissuethat isbrought up at the doorsaswell astheBill 11 issue.
| had the opportunity to go out just prior to the session at 8 o’ clock
tonight and do alittle bit of door-knocking, and | intend to do some
more over the next few days. People understand thisissue much as
they understood the issue of private, for-profit hospitals. Even
though thisgovernment with theK|ein-speak didn’t understand, they
understood. Albertans and the people in Edmonton-Highlands
understood that that in fact was happening. In the Ralph economics
people just as much understand that they are going to feel the brunt
of atax policy that does not look at what their real needs are and
does not take into account the number of hours, the hard work, al
the effort they have put into their workweek.

So | would hope that it isn't a deep tunnel government members
enter into when they come through the portals of this Legislative
Assembly and that they don’t think of this Assembly as a wonder-
land where redlities do not comeinto play but that in fact they keep
their minds open to what the facts are, and the facts are in front of
them. The Treasury critic at any point in time I’m sure would be
more than willing to sit down with any of the government members
and go over, tax point by tax point and income level by income
level, what the tax breaks are that are provided in our proposal
versus what the proposal isby the Acting Treasurer. Thereisin fact
no real rush to push either one of these bills forward at this point in
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time, because if the department were looking at implementing,
which | understand they are, for the next tax year some of this new
tax policy, they would have enough lead time to do it in August or
September or October, which, again, would coincide with the fall
session, which would allow the government and the Acting Trea
surer time to really get a good grasp of his portfolio.

I think that’s probably what' s required right now to see the folly
of the suggestion that was put, you know, perhaps in haste by the
former Treasurer as he was heading out on the campaign trail. We
know that he has used thisflat tax policy as part of the campaign for
the CCRA party, but unfortunately | don’t think he had quite enough
time to really look at the full implication. As the Member for
Calgary-Buffal o has so aptly pointed out, ashe often does during my
debates, the former Treasurer was just so busy packing his bags and
thinking about that new place in Ottawa that he was going to be
moving into, hereally didn’t have the time to spend, asis required,
to ensurethat thiswould in fact be of benefit to everyonein Alberta

So we're looking at atax policy that is a fundamental shift and
change, perhaps not a change with regards to government policy,
that has in the past shown that this government is not averse to
exposing and exploiting the differences amongst people within this
province and has set in place actually a systemic change — and |
talked about that alittle bit in my discussion on Bill 18 —intherole
of government and in the way government approaches social and
policy changesin this province and has shifted the whol e viewpoint
of society from amore collective one to amore individualistic one,
where survival of the fittest is amost the mode of operating. That
I think isadiscussion that needsto be much broader not only within
this Assembly but perhaps on a campaign trail.

Perhaps a general election is what we are also looking at in the
fall. That would be agood ideain terms of putting forward this tax
policy as well as Bill 11, which hopefully will not be proclaimed
before that general election so that in fact people can have that
broader discussion as to what is the viewpoint of society, that is
required in this province. For sure the Edmonton-Highlands by-
election is the one that is the field test, where some of this will be
tested out. | think it's very important that everyone has the full
benefit of the discussion outside the confines of these four walls.

Again, if | can urge all the government members to come out of
that wonderland hole, which they seem to be submerged in within
this Assembly, to look at the actual factsand figuresthat arein front
them, to make sure they are representing the wishes of their
constituents. It'snot just good enough to say that you are getting a
tax break. | think you need to explain what exactly that tax break
means and what the premise of it is. In fact, | think you need to
almost go back one step to the fact that thisis not a savings that’s
being provided by the government to its citizens. It's actualy a
noncollection that needs to occur, and that's where the savings |
guess are generated from in actual fact. It is a government policy
decision that’s made as to how much to collect and then in effect
what services not to provide.

11:20

Those are some of the parameters | think the discussion hasto be
formulated and based upon, and that's a broader discussion that
needs to be put out to Albertans at large. Again, | don’t know that
there has been alot of consultation. It would be interesting to hear
what consultation has occurred by the government membersthat has
led them to thisdecision that thisisin fact the structural change that
is most advantageous to all Albertans and would be supported by
most Albertans. My guess is much as | am finding in Edmonton-
Highlands and with others| speak with, that in actual fact peopleare
very aware of the disadvantages provided by this particular tax

scheme and that given a choice, they would probably look at a
progressivetax systemthat ismuch fairer and morealongthelinesof
what we have presented as a potential solution to the unfairness
within the current flat tax scheme proposed by this government, that
that is something that needs to be discussed.
| think that hand in hand with that discussion, however, beforewe
rush headlong into how much can we give away in terms of taxes,
what needs to be looked at is: what exactly are the services that
Albertanswould like to have, and what are the servicesthat govern-
ment should be providing? That is a part of the discussion that we
have not heard, so we do not know what the impact will beif in fact
thereis adownturn in the economy and what ends up happening is
that therearenot sufficient dollars provided in the budget for some of
theessential serviceswehavedecided should beprovided, likehealth
care and education. In fact, what may well happen is that some of
those essential services might not be provided because there have
been some contractual obligations entered into with private contrac-
tors that need to be provided before some essential services.
| just wanted to do aquote about Aberhart, that someone had asked
me to quote awhile ago, and it is as follows:
If we stood in a pulpit, and there, with our hand on the Bible,
solemnly declared that ours were the only party which had a*“plan”
for the palitical and economicills of our province; that our plan alone
and none other would work; that our plan was the “economy of
God”; that it was “absolutely guaranteed”; and then after stalling
around for eighteen months doing nothing, we confessed that we had
never had a plan at all, would you say that we were honest and
sincere or “crazy in the head”?
When | look at some of what the government has done over the last
few years, especially with regards to health care, where they have
over and over again said they had a plan and then they had no plan,
I think that some of the politics that were occurring around the time
of Aberhart in fact may be seen againin Albertaright now. | thought
that wasan interesting quotegiven that it was done almost to theday,
May 28, 1937. So that was about 63 years ago, that particular quote.
Sometimeshistory doesrepest itself intermsof someof thesituations
that occur. Wewill, | guess, see whether history will bear itself out
in terms of the upcoming election as to whether people will forget
some of the actions of this government or whether in fact they will
remember. My guessisthat at this point they will remember.
There was one other item | wanted to bring forward in my
discussion, and that was with regards to the argument of the brain
drain. Again, | had mentioned it alittle bit earlier. Infact that brain
drain was caused by the cutbacks by this government.
Thank you very much.

THEACTING CHAIRMAN: Thehon. Member for Cagary-Buffao.

MR. DICKSON: Thanks very much, Mr. Chairman. | know thisis
in committee, so anumber of uswill get achanceto speak to thisyet.
I’ bebrief becausel know my colleaguefor L ethbridge-East wanted
to chat aswell.

I’m just going to make the observation that | listened to the
Member for Calgary-North West when he spoke, and two things
struck me about hiscomments. Thefirst oneisthat he certainly has
some professional expertisethat most of therest of usdo not bring to
this Assembly. The second one: it’s always refreshing to see a
government member stand up without notes and simply talk about
what he believes and what he knows and what he understands, that
sort of thing. It's actually quite refreshing. When you see people
reading speeches, you never know who’ swritten the speech, and you
assumeit’ ssomegnome. Thereare 700 people, | think, working for
the Provincia Treasurer, 713 employees. How many of them are
cranking out speeches for government members to use in debate?
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Anyway, my only observation was that the Member for Calgary-
North West clearly knew what he was talking about in making his
points.

[Mr. Tannas in the chair]

The thing | listened for, though, because | always pay careful
attention to what the Member for Calgary-North West says, was
some explanation in terms of why we couldn’'t deal with the 1.6
million tax filers and why we only focus on the 390,000 tax filers
who will benefit from the elimination of the 8 percent high-income
surtax. By my calculations| think about 1.6 million tax filerswould
benefit from the .5 flat tax. So it just strikes me asreally problem-
atic that when the Member for Calgary-North West had a chance to
make the case and explain why this amendment that's being
introduced by my colleague for Edmonton-Glenorawouldn’t work,
he didn’t explain, at least to my recollection and my hearing, why
we couldn’t and shouldn’t do both at the same time.

There are some questionsin terms of parity and some questionsin
terms of fairness and questions in terms of equity. Thereis a cost
difference. It would be about $325 million, I'm advised by
Edmonton-Glenora, to provide the elimination of the .5 flat tax,
whereasit’s only $144 million for the 390,000 tax filers who would
benefit from the elimination of the 8 percent surtax. You know, |
think the Member for Calgary-North West believes strongly in
commitments being honoured and undertakings being discharged.
I’d say to that member: | agree, and that’s why I’'m puzzled why
we're not doing what the Premier said he would do. | had a note;
gosh, | must have misplaced it yet again. Oh, hereitis. [interjec-
tions] Well, | wanted to make sure | quoted the Premier correctly.
| didn’t want to do an ad libing.

Here' sthe Premier, July 27, 1999, in the Calgary Herald: “What
we want to do is make sure that those who can | east afford to pay tax
get thefirst break.” Not the second break, not the sequential break,
not the last break, but the first break. Then we have the former
Provincial Treasurer sayingonJuly 28,1999, inthe Calgary Herald:
“Certainly our priority isfor low-income earners, and thereare ways
that can be addressed.”

So what happened between those comments in the summer of
1999 and the billswe seein front of us? In fact what the amendment
introduced by my colleague from Edmonton-Glenoradoesissimply
honour the pledge that the Premier made, that the former Provincial
Treasurer made on July 27 and July 28, 1999, respectively. Who
would oppose that? [interjections] No. In fact, members, I'm
insisting that we do what the Premier said hewanted to doin July of
1999 and what the Provincial Treasurer said hewanted to doin July
of 1999. I'm sure the people in Calgary-Varsity would like to see
this government deliver on what the Premier and the former
Provincial Treasurer promised. Isn’'t that the point of the exercise?
| think so, Mr. Chairman. The Minister of Gaming may have some
other explanation to offer.

11:30

If the government cannot afford the $325 million that would be
lost by moving immediately to eliminate the .5 percent flat tax, let's
see that case. Let's have the case laid out for Albertans to see, to
review, to analyze, and to assess. | have not heard that argument
being made. Frankly, | suspect that with respect to the oil and gas
pricesbeing high, thekind of revenueswe're seeing, the Minister of
Gaming is bringing money in by the Brinkstruck. Y ouimagine sort
of a cavalcade of armored trucks from Calgary to Edmonton
bringing in the gaming revenue. It continues to flow. The dough
continues to come, and maybe the Minister of Gaming is going to
take credit for the fact that we' re awash in gaming revenue.

It seems to me that the money is there to in fact be able to

accomplish this. To those who say, “Wéll, it's easy for the opposi-
tion to talk about thisadditional sum of $325 million,” it'strue. We
don’t havethe 700-odd empl oyees from the Treasury Department to
run a gazillion projections and estimates, so we put forward
suggestions and challenge the government to offer concrete reasons
why we couldn’t do those things. Absent those kinds of concrete,
compelling reasons, we have to assume that the opposition ideais
probably a pretty good one.

Asl say, | know that | have colleagues who want to spesk to it as
well, but I’d just make the observation that | think this amendment
isimportant. | think it'sapositive one. 1'd like to see the commit-
ment made by the Premier kept. | think my colleague from
Edmonton-Glenora explained very well the question raised by the
Government House Leader the other day and established that thisis
not some kind of reverse sequence thing, that 18 and 19 are the
Siamese twins of |legislation, and that one hasto look at the amend-
ments put forward by the opposition on both bills to be able to
understand the cumulativeimpact. | thought that wasexplained well
by the Member for Edmonton-Glenora

On this one, Mr. Chairman —and | say this quite sincerely —I'm
looking for support from government members for this amendment,
because to vote against this surely leaves the Premier and our
Canadian Alliance leader wanna-be way out at the end of the plank
and sawing it off behind them, and | can’'t believe that members of
the government caucus would want to do that. | think they’ d want
to ensure that the promises made and the undertakings given by
those two gentlemen would in fact be honoured by the government.

As| say, I'm going to be happy to report when | get some more
response to my web site on the question posed around the govern-
ment’s tax proposal, on whether Albertans favour the government
flat tax proposa and package over the Alberta Liberal fair tax
proposal.

So those are the comments | wanted to make, Mr. Chairman.
Thank you very much.

THE CHAIRMAN: The hon. Member for Lethbridge-East.

DR. NICOL: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It'sareal pleasure to get
up this evening and speak to the amendment on the floor to Bill 19.
This is, effectively, going to change the direction or change the
ordering of the operation of the bill with its impact on the relation-
ship between the 8 percent surtax and the .5 percent flat tax. What
it'll do, effectively, istietogether some of the actions of bills 18 and
19inalittledifferent way than they have been under the government
proposal.

Mr. Chairman, we see on so many occasionsthe debatethat comes
up around these hills dealing with what’s fair, what's equitable,
what' s right, and how the product that we' re going to end up with,
adifferent taxation structure and a different taxation regime, relates
to the relative fairness and the relative change from the taxation
levels that we see with today’s current mix of different taxes in
terms of theincome tax, theflat tax, the surtax, the exemptions, and
all of those kinds of thingsadded together. | guessthethingwehave
to look at that when we put al of these taxes together is: what isthe
impact that that has on the individualsin Albertathat are paying the
tax, that are paying their money into the general revenue fund to
support the legidlative programs that the citizens of the province are
asking for from their government? | think we have to look at
differentiating the concept of the taxpayers and the citizens, because
it'skind of two different functions. In one they’re representing the
funding agency for public programs, and as citizens they’re repre-
senting the consumers of those public programs. We have to have
that bal ance between the two of them.
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We keep hearing the discussion about how there's going to be a
significant change under the combined new program that will
effectively make sure that there' s an increased number of Albertans
that are not subject to any taxation at all by increasing thebasic level
of exemption to the $13,560 range, this kind of approach. We're
also seeing within the combination of these two bills a structural
change from a program which has historically been a taxation on
individuals to where we' re now going to see a movement towards
more of a taxation structure based on family status. Basically,
instead of becoming an individual taxation system, this is now
becoming a family taxation system, because we're increasing the
exemptionsfor spousal exemptionsaswell to try and compensatefor
theidea of astay-at-home spouse that is not bringing anincomeinto
the household.

So essentially what we're seeing there is that kind of a structural
change, and this amendment effectively says: let’slook at how that
is put together and how it’s phased in and structured as we move
from the current system to this proposed new absolute level of
taxation over that two-year period of the two bills and the two
different focuses. What we'll see, then, is effectively some kind of
change in that obligation as taxpayers to fund the programs of our
citizens.

Then what we're going to see also is a relative change in the
weights of those taxations within the context of the group of
Albertans who are going to be asked to pay and who fund our
programs. The current program essentially has a phased-in, linked
program with the federal government. | don’t think anybody is
arguing with the idea that we need to move away from that tax-on-
tax system to a tax-on-income system. That, | think, has to be
looked at in thiswhole package as being avery positive step, but as
welook at it from the perspective of Bill 19 and the amendment that
we're dealing with, it looks at how that .5 percent flat tax relates to
the 8 percent surtax and the relative timing of the citizens receiving
benefits from our legidative change.

11:40

Mr. Chairman, even prior to getting elected to this House, | was
among someof the morefortunatein the provinceto have anincome
that was significantly above the average of the province. Y ou know,
| adways felt that that created in me not only a very privileged
situation where | had a lot of public input into my education, but
because of my parents commitment, because of this provincia
commitment to fund such great universities, | was given the
opportunity to go out and effectively create for myself an opportu-
nity to earn an above-average income. That in itself also creates a
sense of obligation to make sure that what | give back to society is
in proportion to the commitment that society has made to me. By
that means | see nothing wrong with someone in my position, who
is earning a higher income, being asked to pay a proportionately
higher rate of taxation on that higher level of income.

Now, we al recognize that when we have that stepped-rate
taxation system, on the first part of the taxable income | pay the
same as every Albertan. On the second group | pay the same as
every Albertan in there. So the higher rate of taxation only occurs
on themarginal level of taxation, abovethe step points. We hear dl
kinds of debate about whether or not this in essence is fair in the
sense of bracket creep. Asinflation pushesour wagesup to keep our
spending power in line with our income, is it fair that we have
bracket creep? |s the way to get rid of that to do away with the
steps? No, Mr. Chairman. Theway to get rid of that isto index the
steps.

This is the approach that the federal government has taken, and
that in essence eliminatesthe concept of bracket creep aswell so that

you don’t get faced with thiswhole concept that you get an increase
in income and that income is only enough to cover the amount of
cost of living that you have to spend to stay at the same point. Well,
we can do away with that by having indexed values on the brackets
that we use to reflect the relative rates of tax payable.

Now, intheend, Mr. Chairman, when welook at how we put that
whole new package together, effectively the government with the
combination of bills 18 and 19 has defined atotally different type of
structure. How do we get there? The amendment that’ s on thefloor
right now basically is saying that it's more important for us, within
the context of public decision-makers, to make sure that the broad
spectrum of al Albertans who are paying taxes get some benefit; in
other words, the elimination of the .5 percent flat tax before we
eliminate the 8 percent surtax on the top taxed Albertans.

| think that one thing we have to look at is: how do we go about
reflecting our commitment as Albertansto make surethat the people
who could use those dollars the wisest to support themselves, to
increase their well-being, get those dollars first? | think that by
supporting this amendment, we're effectively saying, “Let’s make
sureit is every Albertan,” because every Albertan is subject to the
.5 percent flat tax and because every Albertan, no matter which
bracket their income putstheminto, is paying that .5 percent on each
of those dollarsthat istaxable. |f we support this amendment, what
we're going to say isthat it'simportant that they all get that benefit
beforewegiveit just to the people who are being taxed the 8 percent
surtax. | think that what we have to do is look at that from the
perspective of what's fair and what's equitable.

Now, Mr. Chairman, just as a comment before we kind of close
time on this. The Government House Leader chalenged me a
minute ago: can’t you say something positive about thisbill? Well,
Mr. Chairman, | think one of the thingsis that we can look at this
bill and say: yes, there are some positive thingsin it. If welook at
section 2, effectively it bringsthelanguage of thetax act inlinewith
thechangesin the structure of thefederal government by eliminating
the deputy minister of national revenueand taxation and substituting
that with the commissioner of Customs and Revenue. Thisbringsit
in line with the new chief administrator of the federa taxation
system. So what we' re doing in essenceiscreating the samekind of
terminology in both of our tax acts. Again, another very positive
thing about this.

I just want to remind the Government House L eader that I’ ve now
said that there are two things that are really good about these tax
packages, so I'm not totally negative about it. It'sjust a matter of
whether or not we deal with it from the perspective of what's fair,
how it works, who we give the benefits to, and in what order those
benefits are provided to Albertans.

In that overall context | think it's important that we look at how
to measure that fairness. We've heard some of the members
previously talk about the whole idea of how to kind of make
Albertans fed that their additional incomeisn’t being taxed to the
point that they are not getting ahead. Well, because of the fact that
each of our stepsistaxed at the common level, when you're dealing
with apercentagetax increase, Mr. Chairman, it’ snot feasible or not
possible under that kind of a calculation to in essence have to pay
more in increased taxes when you earn more money. That just
doesn’t work, because we're only paying the increased rate on the
dollarsthat areincluded intheincome rangethat fall into that higher
bracket.

Even if we do end up with an inflationary loss of purchasing
power because the next year we're spending our higher income,
unless we're falling behind the raise income being less than the
consumer priceindex, then what we' |l seeisthat every Albertan, no
matter how it works, will have more dollarsto spend aslong astheir
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income s rising faster than that consumer price index.

So it doesn’t matter how they fit into these tax brackets, because
they're all treated the same, their purchasing power isthe same, and
we end up dealing in the context of the purchasing power of those
dollars being a factor of that consumer price index change and the
new bracket that we're falling into in terms of the bracket and the
change that occurs there. It just doesn’t work out in any way that
you could put those together where you'll actually end up with
reduced take-home pay.

So the effect here is then to make sure that we do have equity in
the system. We've heard a number of comments from some of my
colleagues tonight already that have talked about the Premier's
earlier commitments to make sure that the initial tax bresks are
enjoyed by all Albertans. We want to make sure that that follows
through when we're dealing with the additional debt or deficit
eliminati on taxesthat wereimposed in conjunction with the focus of
the taxes that were now to end in the 1999 tax year and that were
originally imposed, | think it was, in 1987.

That' s the kind of time frame that we're looking at. We want to
make sure as we start to eliminate those that they're done in the
same spirit with which they were put in, in the sense that the broad-
based benefit goes to al Albertans before the specific benefit goes
just to the high-income Albertans.

So if we can look at it from the perspective of that kind of a
rel ationship with the amendment that we have on thefloor to Bill 19,
it's a matter of making sure that we end up with a degree of
directiona fairness and targeted tax benefit going to the Albertans,
Mr. Chairman, that | sense alot of people feel should be given the
ability to increase their spending power before those of us that fall
into the very fortunate categories of being included in the higher
income categories of Albertansand not having to deal with theissue
of: what are the implications of this in the context of changes in
socia responsibility and the changes that may have to be incorpo-
rated to make sure that all Albertans have abase level of economic
well-being, that whole concept of economic well-being and how it
relates to social justice? | think the taxation system has to become
area important part of our decision-making there, because as we
look at what constitutes social justicefor al, it samatter of: how do
we deal with making sure that that fairness exists?

11:50

One of the things that | haven't mentioned yet tonight, Mr.
Chairman, isthefact that aswe increase our incomes, we get to take
moreand more of thoseincomesin valueand in measure that are not
included in the taxable income cal cul ation on our tax forms. So, in
essence, the higher income that we earn the less of the total income
we actually get taxed on. By having a higher taxation rate with
those higher income levels, what we're saying is: in order to create
consistency in the calculation of our taxable income, we know that
the peopl e at the higher end are not reporting some of thoseincomes.
Because of the way we measure it, we will in effect use the higher
rateto get alittlebit of tax off thoseincomesthat wedidn’t ask them
to disclose. I've talked about those previously, Mr. Chairman,
things like stock option incomes, equity earnings, and we' ve talked
about some of the profit share systems that are out there. Those
kinds of things don’t all get reported when we fill out our federal
income tax and report that taxable income, which our new tax-on-
income calculation is going to use.

We have to look at it from the perspective of: do we cal it fair
when we say that because you' ve got a higher income, you don't
have to pay any tax on some of your income, but if you're at alow
income and all you’ve got is awage income and possibly a savings
account that gives you an interest income, then you have to pay tax

on al of that income? That, in essence, creates an inequity in the
system, which in my perspective and under my measurement of
socid justiceislessfair than trying to say that we' ve got to do away
with the concept of bracket creep and the idea of how that relatesto
the whole system of taxation and that fairnessin that whole system.

Mr. Chairman, in conclusion, before we have to be called to vote
on this, | think it'simportant that we recognize that Albertans need
tax relief. We have to provide more money back to the citizens and
the taxpayers of Alberta so they can in essence have more money in
their pockets to spend. We' ve consistently run a surplus in the
budgets of this province over the last three or four years, and it's
time now that we recognize that some of that should fall back to the
citizens of this province so that they can make decisions on their
own how their dollars are spent rather than us making those
decisions on how their dollars are spent because they’ ve given it to
the general revenue fund through taxation. If wewant to talk about
how that rel ates back to some concept of social justice as well, we
have to say, you know: “Wheat is the relevant benefit of paying off
the debt, giving tax relief? Who are the beneficiaries if we pay off
the debt, and who are the beneficiaries if we give tax relief?’

Mr. Chairman, economistsall know that when you fund programs
on borrowing, what you’re doing is you're living today off tomor-
row’'s income. In essence, what we're asking is for the future
generations to pay for us to have a good living today. | could put
together a really strong argument that instead of giving tax relief
right now, what we should be doing is paying down the debt so that
the next generations don't have to fund the benefits that we're
getting this generation. Well, | also think it’svery fair at this point,
because of the rate that we have and the surplus that we have, that
we do get a balance here so that alot of us can also enjoy some of
the tax relief and can create the fairness that’s necessary to have
Albertathe best placeto live in this country.

THE CHAIRMAN: The Associate Minister of Health and Wellness.

MR.ZWOZDESKY : Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I'mpleasedtorise
to offer afew commentsin support of Bill 19. While| redize that
we are on the amendment as provided by the hon. Member for
Edmonton-Glenora, | realize too that a wide range of latitude has
been offered to previous speakers. In that respect, | just want to
make a couple of brief commentsthat | think should be reiterated.

First of all, for peoplewho will bereading thislater, | just want to
make it very clear that Bill 19 ushers in the elimination of the 8
percent deficit elimination surtax. As | was reading up on the
history of this particular surtax, which we are now attempting to
eliminate through Bill 19, | noted that it was brought in as a
temporary tax approximately 12 or 13 yearsago. | wasreminded, in
conversation with the hon. Minister of Innovation and Science here
beside me, that back when income taxes first started in this country,
they were in fact tied to that issue of being supposedly temporary,
surrounding the war effort aimost a century ago, and we still have
them. However, in this case, what we're talking about is the 8
percent deficit elimination surtax, that was only brought in about 13
or so years ago. It’'stime now for usto remove that particular tax.

I think it responds well to what Albertans have requested and
demanded, and | fail to see how the amendment that has been
proposed by Edmonton-Glenora helps further that particular aim.
I’ve read this amendment through as it applies to section 3.04, and
I don’t think that in all good conscience it helps accomplish the
purpose for which the bulk of the bill is actually designed.

We're often told that there's not enough being done, Mr. Chair-
man, to provide breaks to the middle class. Well, this particular
deficit elimination surtax will in fact do that. It will benefit the
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middle-income earners, and | think all members of the House know
that. We know that the broader picture of deficitsis that they were
eliminated several years ago. We know that we have a law that
prohibits further deficits from ever starting up. Our net debt has
been retired. We re on agood track toward reducing the matured or
the secured debt, perhaps in record time as well. All things being
equal, with the economy being as buoyant asit is— and we have no
reason to see any immediate downturn in that — I think we will see
amuch quicker retirement of the matured debt aswell. That leaves
more money in Albertans pockets, and at the same time it also
allows usto look at more important investmentsin other aress.

So while the economy is strong, it's nice to know that we are
leading the nation yet again. A lot of different provincesaretalking
about eliminating taxes or reducing them, and for many provinces
unfortunately that is nothing morethan awish list. In this province
we are making good on that commitment. | think all of us, particu-
larly during 1993 through 1997, did alot of talking about how to get
rid of deficits. We al certainly campaigned on it, and we all
supported the need for the elimination of the deficit. Now we're
getting rid of part two, you might say, which isthe 8 percent deficit
elimination surtax as it applies particularly to the middle class.

Mr. Chairman, this bill should be read in tandem with Bill 18, of
course, which talks a great deal about the single-rate tax, which is
aso of benefit to Albertans. We're reducing taxes in many ways,
and | think you'll continue to see that kind of strong reinforcement
of Albertans wishes by our government. | cannot support the
amendment as brought forward by the Member for Edmonton-
Glenora. I'm sure he put alot of thought into it, and I’ m sure that
his researcher did as well, but | fail to see how it would actually
accomplish the main purpose that is behind this bill.

So with those few comments, Mr. Chairman, | would urge our
members to look carefully at this bill and to find it in their good
wisdom to support Bill 19. | will take my chair.

12:00

THE CHAIRMAN: Due notice having been given by the hon.
Government House L eader under Standing Order 21 and pursuant to
Government Motion 20, agreed to May 23, 2000, under Standing
Order 21(2), which statesthat al questions must be decided in order
to conclude the debate on Committee of the Whole consideration of
Bill 19, Albertalncome Tax Amendment Act, 2000, | must now put
the question, first of al, on the amendment A1.

[The voice vote indicated that the motion lost]

[Several membersrose calling for adivision. Thedivision bell was
rung at 12:00 am.]

[Ten minutes having elapsed, the committee divided]
[Mr. Tannas in the chair]

For the motion:

Bonner Massey Sapers
Carlson Nicol Soetaert
Dickson Olsen White

Leibovici
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Against the motion:
Amery Fritz Shariff
Broda Graham Smith
Calahasen Hancock Stelmach
Clegg Hlady Stevens
Coultts Klapstein Strang
Ducharme Magnus Taylor
Dunford McFarland Woloshyn
Evans Melchin Y ankowsky
Fischer Paszkowski Zwozdesky
Totds: For—10 Against — 27

[Motion on amendment A1 lost]

[The clauses of Bill 19 agreed to]

[Title and preamble agreed to]

THE CHAIRMAN: Shall the bill be reported? Are you agreed?
SOME HON. MEMBERS: Agreed.

THE CHAIRMAN: Opposed?

SOME HON. MEMBERS: No.

THE CHAIRMAN: Carried.
The hon. Government House L eader.

MR. HANCOCK: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. | would movethat the
committee now rise and report Bill 19.

[Motion carried]

[The Deputy Speaker in the chair]

MR. SHARIFF: Mr. Spesker, the Committee of the Whole has had
under consideration a certain bill. The committee reports the
following: Bill 19. 1 wish to table copies of al amendments
considered by the Committee of the Whole on this date for the
official records of the Assembly.

THE DEPUTY SPEAKER: Does the Assembly concur in this
report?

SOME HON. MEMBERS: Agreed.
THE DEPUTY SPEAKER: Opposed?
SOME HON. MEMBERS: No.

THE DEPUTY SPEAKER: So ordered.

[At12:14 am. on Wednesday the Assembly adjourned to 1:30 p.m.]



1752 Alberta Hansard May 23, 2000




