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ABSTRACT

This thesis examines Canadian public policy in taxation law towards child care, specifically
towards the decision as to whether child care will be provided in the home or purchased.

It reviews the constitutional framework of income tax and family law legisiation; the
taxation of families historically; recent social changes sitering policy assumptions underlying the
income tax, specifically the movement of women into the labour force, the increased rate of family
breakdown, and reduced fertility; and the effect of having the individual as the unit of taxation.
The Cantax Personal Income Tax software is used to compare differences in 1995 after tax
income of parents with varying marital status and number of income earners, but with the same
total income and number of children. These situations are illustrated using economic analyses of
the Supreme Court of Canada’ decisions in the Symes and Thibaudeau cases.

The CanTax experiment showed that the tax structure favours dual-income parents (and
until the abolition of the inclusion/deduction provisions in ss. 56 and 60 of the /74, divorced
families also) who can income-split because the individual is the Canadian tax.

It concludes that the promotion of secondary employment when child care must be
obtained results in policies which further disadvantage stay-at-home parents, who are already
economically vulnerable from sacrificing present and future benefits of employment. An
alternative approach is advanced, based on the argument that child care provided in the home by a
parent is at least an equivalent social good to having both parents work outside the home, and
towards which taxation policy should at least be neutral. This thesis argues that social policy
should try to protect the secondary eamer through provisions targeted specifically at them by

placing the tax relief in their name.



The completion of this thesis would not have been possible without the initial interest in
the subject sparked by the economics department at the University of Manitoba, especially in
courses taught by Professors Forget and Waterman, and later compounded during law school in
the jurisprudence class taught by Professor John Irvine, for which I prepared a research paper on
law and economics. The progress of the Symes and Thibaudean cases through the courts as I
took my law degree slerted me to the existence of a worthy topic to pursue to complete my MLA.
I am indebted to the members of my committee, to Professors James Dean and Alvin Esau for
their generous participation, and most especially to Professor Irwin Lipnowski for his constant
encouragement without which this project would long ago have fallen by the wayside. My
parents are as ever owed immeasurably for their unquestioning support.



L.1 Iptroduction

This thesis examines a controversial issue in Canadian tax policy in the area of
family law: the public policy approach to child care. When a couple have a child, let us
assume that at least one parent will work full time to provide a supporting income. The
parents must then decide what to do for child care. The demands of children are such that
until they start grade school, they will require full-time adult supervision and care. Parents
must choose in what form this care will be provided. One aiternative is to have one
spouse provide unpaid child care in the home; another is to have both spouses earning an
income outside the home, and to purchase child care. For every hour the secondary eamer
is employed outside the house, an hour of paid child care will be required. For single or
divorced parents, there is little alternative but to purchase child care.

This thesis will examine public policy in taxation law towards the decision as to
what course of action the secondary earner will take. In particular it examines the judicial
treatment of the tax provisions dealing with the deduction of child care expenses and with
the inclusion/deduction of child support payments in the custodial parent’s income (now
abolished). Chapter I starts with a description of the legislative and historical context, to
explain the constitutional framework of the income tax legislation and its relationship with
family law statutes. It goes on to review the taxation of families historically, and recent

social change, specifically the movement of women into the labour marketplace and the



increased rate of family breskdown, cited along with reduced fertility as “the changes in
the contemporary western family which call for explanation,”* and which alter the policy
assumptions underlying the structure of the income tax. It ends with an examination of
the consequences for child care of having the individual as the unit of taxation.

Chapter II illustrates the incidence of taxation - how the tax burden differs - using
the Cantax Personal Income Tax software to compare the 1995 after tax income of
parents with varying marital status and number of income earners, but with the same total
income and number of children. It includes economic analysis of judicial interpretation by
the Supreme Court of Canada in two tax cases involving the expenses of child care. The
first looks at tax policy towards child care costs during marriage, examining the attempt to
establish the deductibility of child care payments as a business expense in the Symes’ case.
The second looks at tax policy towards child care costs after marital breakdown,
examining the constitutionality of the deduction to the payee and inclusion to the payor of
child support payments in the Thibaudeaw’ case. Both illustrate the difficulties in
achieving a consistent application of present day public policy in child care matters.

Chapter ITI is an examination of the classic principles of public finance - neutrality,
incentives and disincentives, efficiency, and equity - as applied in present day government
policy on taxation of child care costs. It includes comment on the legislative changes of

! Yoram Ben-Porath, “Economics and the Family - Match or Mismatch? A Review of
Becker’s A Treatise on the Family,” Journa! of Economic Literature, 20 (March 1982),
60.

? Symes v. Canada, (1993), 110 Dominion Law Reports (4th) 470, (Supreme Court of
Canada).

3 Thibaudeau v. Canada (Minister of National Revenue), (1995), Supreme Court
Judgements No. 42, 12 Review of Family Law (4th) 1, (Supreme Court of Canada).



April 1996, abolishing the tax provisions which allowed non-custodial parents to deduct
the payments made for child support, provides an argument for neutrality in taxation
towards the child care decision, and reviews some policy options open to the government
to implement a neutral policy to protect the economic interest of the stay-at-home spouse.
Chapter IV summarizes the arguments presented and concludes the thesis.

1.2 The Constitutional Context
The economist and Nobel-prizewinner Ronald Coase has stated that he “referred

to legal cases because they afforded examples of real situations as against the imaginary
ones normally used by economists in their analysis.”* Taking a cue from this remark, the
following provides the historical and legal background on the tax provisions that form the
basis of the economic analysis in this thesis. It includes a description of the division of
powers of taxation under the Constitution Act, 1867° , as well as of the shared
responsibilities for family law issues between the federal and provincial governments. It is
meant to illustrate how tax policy, as it applies to families and money spent on child care
or support, is made more complicated than would be the case if it were administered by
only one level of government.

Under that Act, the exclusive legislative authority of the Parliament of Canada was
defined to include under s. 91(3) “The raising of Money by any Mode or System of
Taxation” and under s. 91(26) “Marriage and Divorce.” The federal govemnment was also

* Ronald H. Coase, “Law and Economics at Chicago,” Journal of Law and Economics,
XXXVI (April 1993), 251.
% Revised Statutes of Canada 1985, App., No. 5.



to have the residual power, described in s. 91(29) as being over “Such Classes-of Subjects
as are expressly excepted in the Enumeration of the Classes of Subjects by this Act
assigned exclusively to the Legislatures of the Provinces.”

The Fathers of Confederation intended at the time to divide federal and provincial
responsibilities into watertight compartments, and to create a strong central government
which would avoid the problems of “states’ rights” which had recently led the United
States into civil war. The Provincial legislatures were therefore assigned exclusive powers
to make laws in relation to certain subjects, which included in s. 92(2) “Direct Taxation
within the Province in order to the raising of a Revenue for Provincial Purposes”, s.
92(12) “The Solemnization of Marriage in the Province”, s. 92(13) “Property and Civil
Rights in the Province”, and s. 92(14) “The Administration of Justice in the Province.”
The latter meant that whether laws were federal or provincial, they were mostly to be
administered in provincial courts.

In spite of the best intentions of the Fathers of Confederation, a tangled web
resulted from this delineation of powers. The taxation side was sorted out relatively
satisfactorily. In most instances when federal and provincial laws conflict, federal law is
considered paramount. The law of taxation was held to be an exception, and the two
taxing provisions in the Constitution are to be read together to give reasonable effect to
both, with the result that a taxpayer can be taxed on income and on other transactions by
both the provincial and the federal government. Tax appeals are now heard exclusively in
the Tax Court, which is a federal court, and can be appealed to the Federal Court of
Appeal and then to the Supreme Court of Canada.



The structure of family law is not so neatly arranged. Federal laws govern
capacity to make a valid marrisge - things such as consanguinity and affinity®, and the
remarriage of divorced persons. The provinces may affect the validity of marriages by
stipulating pre-ceremonial requirements, such as licenses and who may perform the
ceremony. Till 1968, laws on the obligation to support a dependent spouse or children, on
the custody of children and on the property rights of married people were enacted solely
by the provinces, under s.92(13) “Property and Civil Rights.”

Divorce was dealt with province by province, with the law differing according to
when English law was received (usually the date of the province’s entry into
Confederation). Divorce had only been available by Act of Parliament until the Divorce
and Matrimonial Causes Act of 1857’ made judicial divorces available in the English
common law. In Quebec with its Civil Code, the former requirement remained
necessitating a special Senate Committee to hear cases, till the federal Divorce Act® of
1968 introduced no fault divorce across Canada.

Adoption, legitimacy, custody, guardianship, child welfare, affiliation and
maintenance of children are all provincial powers. The extent of federal powers in these
areas is unclear. The provinces have the power to provide for payments of alimony (to a
separated spouse during the marriage) or maintenance ( after divorce) by one spouse to
the other. The federal Divorce Act of 1968 conferred jurisdiction on the superior court in
each province to grant divorces, and established a procedure and grounds for obtaining a

S Referring to marriage between persons related by blood or marriage.
7 20 & 21 Victoria, ch. 85.
® Divorce Act, Revised Statutes of Canada 1985 (2nd Supp.), ¢. 3.



decree of divorce. It also included provisions for alimony, maintenance’ and custody, but
only as corollary relief in divorce proceedings, as an exercise of the divorce power dealing
with the direct consequences of marriage and divorce™.

This power was held to include the ability to vary the order after the divorce
proceedings were finished, but only by the court that made the original order.”" Itis
entirely possible that when court orders are made, federal corollary relief provisions will
conflict with provincial legislation. Decisions tend to be inconsistent as to which one is
followed, although theoretically the doctrine of federal paramountcy should apply and the
order made under the Divorce Act should prevail. It should be evident that this situation
further complicates the consistent application of tax provisions dealing with child care
costs.

In response to these jurisdictional complications, several provinces (starting with
Manitoba in 1984) created unified family courts, with comprehensive jurisdiction over
family law matters, including the power to determine property, alimony and child support
disputes. Family law courts may factor in tax considerations when making their decisions,
but the utter separation from the tax courts and the absence of formal guidelines means
that whether taxes are taken into account in calculating maintenance, alimony or child

support payments is a matter left to the judge’s discretion and to the competence of the

 Ibid., s. 11.

' In order to be valid, and not to infringe on the provincial responsibilities to order these
payments, relief orders under the federal Divorce Acf must be shown to have a rational,
functional connection with the divorce, hence the use of the description, “corollary”.

' Divorce Act, s. 17.



parties’ legal counsel. The federal government has attempted to address this with the
schedule produced in April 1996 as a guideline for judges in making family law awards.”

When legislation is produced by federal and ten provincial jurisdictions, and
administered separately by both federal and provincial courts, it is not hard to convey the
difficulty of providing coherent public policy on child care, or of the complex
interrelationship between tax and family law. This may be exacerbated by lack of co-
ordination between levels of government, (which may additionally be of different political
beliefs), one commentator remarking that “...the federal and provincial governments
conceive their tax policies in a vacuum and this cannot help but create tensions between
the two levels of government. This is particularly so when federal initiatives can have an
effect upon provincial revenues.””

Another problem may be infrequent or erratic consultation with the public before
planning changes to the tax system, and the absence of any standard, formal and public
way in which economic measures or technical changes can be suggested for the federal
Minister to consider before they are implemented. The Carter Commission noted in 1966
that “Federal procedures used to obtain and analyze new ideas prior to the introduction of
new federal tax legislation are inadequate, as are the procedures for hearing the views of

> Government of Canada, Budget 1996 - The New Child Support Package, (March 6,
1996) 11.

* D. Huggett, “The Budget Process Income Tax Changes,” Report of Proceedings of
the Twenty-ninth Tax Conference, 1977 (Toronto; Canadian Tax Foundation, 1978), 27,
cited in Brian J. Amold et.al., eds., Materials on Canadian Income Tax (10thed.;
Scarborough: Carswell, 1993) 10.



taxpayers and other interested parties on proposed legislation.”'* The only means
available to the public to influence tax policy is public pressure exerted by interest groups,
who alone are unlikely to represent the full spectrum of views of the majority.'* These
problems are echoed at the provincial level.

Co-ordinatediniﬁsﬁvwsometimocwr, such as the creation in 1990 of a joint
Federal/Provincial/Territorial Committee to study child support in marriage breakdown in
terms of the actual costs of raising children'®. Even with occasional joint efforts, or with
public consultation sessions, under a federal system with the division of powers described,
administrative and political complications make it more difficult to tax Canadian families
with dependent children in accordance with the goals of efficiency, horizontal and vertical

equity, and with consistency across provinces.

1.3 The Taxation of Families in Canada Historically
Income tax was introduced at the end of the First World War as a temporary

measure to meet the expenses of total war. In the history of taxation (though perhaps not
in terms of Canadian history) it is therefore a relatively recent phenomenon, and
accordingly so are the social premises underlying its structure. The federal government

had until that time relied upon indirect taxation for revenues, leaving direct taxation to the

“ Report of the Royal Commission on Taxation (Canads)”, in Penguin Modemn
M_QM&MM ed. by R W. Houghton, (Harmondsworth; Penguin
Books Ltd., 1970), 167.

15 Amoldetal. Materials

16 Federal/Provincial/Territorial Family Law Committee, Report and Recommendations
on Child Support, (Ottawa: Department of Justice Canada, January 1995).




provinces following s. 92(2) of the Constitution Act. The war made direct federal taxation
of income a necessity, and it has been collected ever since.

The Great Depression of the 1930’s gave rise to a tax “jungle” of federal,
provincial and municipal measures, which led to a revision of the system after the Second
World War in which different levels of government agreed to vacate certain areas of tax in
order to rationalize the system. Presently both the provinces and the federal government
tax income, but for reasons of efficiency, provincial income taxes (with the exception of
Quebec’s) are collected by the federal government, expressed as a percentage of the
federal tax.

Dissatisfaction with post-war revisions of the Income Tax Act'’ (ITA) led the
Diefenbaker government to appoint a Royal Commission on Taxation in 1962. Chaired by
Kenneth Carter, a tax accountant, it became known as the Carter Commission and
produced its report in 1966" . The Report’s recommendations were meant to be taken as
part of a thorough reform of the Canadian tax system, which was to include changing to
the family as the unit of taxation, in order to stop the tax avoidance through income-
splitting that was taking place legally under the current provisions. It also suggested a
shift to a much broader “comprehensive” tax base, which would take into account all

increases in economic power annually irrespective of the source, following the Haig-

17 Income Tax Act, Revised Statutes of Canada 1952, c. 148, as amended by 1970-71, c.
63.

' Report of the Royal Commission on Taxation (Ottawa: Queen’s Printer, 1966).



Simons definition of personal income as “the money value of the net accretion to one’s
economic power between two points in time”'?, whether from income or from capital.

The Carter Commission’s recommendations have contimued to play an important
part in the debate over tax policy in Canada since their release. Many have been
implemented, though in a gradual and piecemeal fashion. (The most controversial
recommendations - a comprehensive tax base and making the family the tax unit - have
not, and remain unlikely). The Report was a succeés d ‘estime; it received critical acclaim
from tax academics, who lauded its goals of rationalizing and introducing logical
consistency to the tax system according to the classic economic principles of public
finance. The reception by the general public and the government was less enthusiastic,
and it was considerably watered down in a White Paper before making a diluted

appearance in legislative form in the Income Tax Act of 1972.

Social changes over the past three decades have further complicated the taxation
of families in recent years. At the time the Commission made its Report, 60% of families
were supported by a single earner, and it is probably accurate to assume that this was on
the whole brought in by the father and husband of the house. Tax policy was based on
the assumption that the husband was the primary wage earner in the family and the wife
worked unpaid in the home, keeping the house and raising the children.

' Boris L. Bittker, “A ‘Comprehensive Tax Base’ as a Goal of Income Tax Reform,”

Harvard Law Review, 80 (March, 1967), 932.
®  Statistics Canada Catalogue number 13-215 at 7.
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Since then, the movement of women and especially married women into the paid
workforce, participating in the market economy in the role of income-eamers and not
primarily as consumers, has made a difference to the underlying assumptions of the tax
system and the appropriateness of its provisions. The situation is now reversed: in 1992,
dual-earner families made up 60% of busband-wife families” even though average earning
levels between men and women still differed. The public policy challenge is to maintain an
equitable allocation of tax burdens on this uneven sea of changing demographics.

Family law until the 1960’s reflected the rarity of divorce. As mentioned above, in
the common law prior to 1857 it was only available by means of an Act of Parliament, and
then only accompanied by punitive economic sanctions, which were probably insignificant
compared to the public disgrace involved. Even when it became more easily available,
divorce had to be grounded on one spouse’s fault, in the form of desertion, abuse or
adultery, and the assets and children were distributed in such a way as to punish the
offending spouse.

With the federal Divorce Act in 1968, divorce in Canada became available without
proof of fault, and so with comparative ease and as time went on, lack of social stigma.
The increased rate of breakdown of marriage has led to considerable augmentation of the
case law and amendment of the original statutes in an attempt to deal with widespread
family breakdown and to arrange for their adequate support following marital breakdown.
There also exist as never before single parent households, where the parents never

1n



married.Z These social changes have required a policy response in the Income Tax Act,
which has primarily taken the form of recognizing common law relationships as spouses
under the definition in the Act, allowing unmarried couples to take advantage of tax
provisions favouring married couples.

1.5 The Individual as Unit of Tazation
From the inception of the Canadian income tax, the individual has been the unit of

taxation and there has accordingly only been one tax schedule. The objectives of the tax
system should determine the unit chosen, but it appears that in Canada, the United States
and England the decision was arrived at more by accident than by design, though they all
arrived at different conclusions.”® Louise Dulude sttributes this to the state of marital
property law when the income tax was introduced: “In countries where wives had gained
control of their property when the first income tax provisions were introduced ...it was
taken for granted that the taxpayer would be the individual™

For whatever reason, Canada chose the individual rather than the married couple
or the family as its unit of taxation. The choice of the individual as the unit of taxation has
a significant impact on the present day tax structure. Whoever has title to property or
legal interest in income, the person to whom the income accrues is the one who is taxed

2 According to Statistics Canada Catalogue number 89-522E, in 1991, 20% of female
lone parents and 8% of male lone parents had never been married, figures double those of
1981.

3 Amold et. al., Canadian Income Tax, 39.

# Louise Dulude, “Taxation of the Spouses: A Comparison of Canadian, American,
British, French and Swedish Law,” Osgoode Hall Law Journal, 23, 87.
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onit. The taxpayer’s marital status does not affect tax status except where it makes the
spouses eligible for intra-family transfers various deductions, credits and rollovers. These
can be substantial enough to induce accusations from some quarters that the individual tax
unit exists in name only,” though they are offset by the attribution rules which disallow
nominal income-splitting between spouses.

In the debate over taxation reform since 1960, early commentators such as Oldman
and Temple were optimistically able to proclaim that “Rational allocation of the burdens of
progressive income taxation among individual taxpayers, insofar as marital status is
concerned, can to a substantial degree be achieved”.” They envisioned this being
accomplished through the adoption of the family or marital couple as the tax unit, allowing
as theoretically possible but hardly likely the situation where “If husbands and wives
conduct economic activities so completely independent of each other that they may be
regarded as independent income and expenditure units, it may be reasonable to tax them
separately.””’

It was their assumptions and proposed hierarchy of taxation that the Carter
Commission adopted. It recommended that the income of families be aggregated and
taxed as a unit, on a separate rate schedule from unattached individuals, for two reasons.

% See e.g. Maureen A. Maloney, “Women and the Income Tax Act: Marriage,
Motherhood, and Divorce,” 3 Canadian Journal of Women and the Law 182. Michael J.
MclIntyre and Oliver Oldman in “Taxation of the Family in a Comprehensive and
Simplified Income Tax.” (June 1977) 90 Harvard Law Review, 1573 take as their thesis
the argument that attribution rules, despite being seen as an exception to the individual as
tax unit policy, in fact are fundamental to income tax systems but are largely ignored in tax
theory.

% Oliver Oldman and Ralph Temple, “Comparative Analysis of the Taxation of Married
Persons,” 12 Stanford Law Review, 586.

7 1bid., p. 598.
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One was to deter artificial income splitting between family members. The other was from
the belief that the taxation of intrafamily transfers were wrong in principle, and should
have no tax consequences, to remove the administrative difficulty of enforcing the
attribution rules.

The argument for taxation of the family has rested on these arguments, and is
rooted in the assumption that the family or the marital unit acts as a single economic
entity. Opposition to the Commission’s proposals, and to the idea of the family as the unit
of taxation, came from an unlikely alliance of those who feit it was an assauit on the
institution of marriage - a “tax on virtue” in the words of A.P. Herbert” - and those who
wished to encourage the economic independence of married women by removing the
disincentive it would present to the secondary worker in the marriage, most often the wife,
whose earnings would be otherwise taxed at her husband’s highest marginal rate. The
idea that a separate rate structure might favour marriage by allowing for lower rates of
taxation on joint family income does not appear to have been contemplated.

Nevertheless, the Carter Commission, taking the outline from the Oldman and
Temple article, proposed the following as an equitable application of a progressive income
tax. Given the same total income, the most tax was to be paid by a single person.
Married couples with that amount of income, whether eamed by one spouse or by the
work efforts of both combined, were to be taxed somewhat less, on the grounds that
though there are two of them, there exist economic advantages to joint living. Lastly, two
single persons whose incomes combined to equal that amount should pay the least.

B bid., p. 585.
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The Commission was loathe to distinguish between married couples where one and
where both spouses worked, because of the practical difficulties in evaluating the imputed
income from the performance of houschold services by the spouse working inside the
home. But in the White Paper which dealt with and amended the Commission’s Report,
the government rejected its suggestions as a tax on marriage, which took only into
account ability to pay, imposed a higher marginal tax rate on the secondary earner,
necessitated the design and implementation of separate tax schedules, and neglected the
importance of marriage as a social institution.” In fact, the separate rate schedules for the
married unit would only have been detrimental to the families involved if the rates were
higher, and it would be entirely possible for their design to favour families instead,
especially where there were dependent children. Nonetheless, the individual remained the
unit of taxation.

Some who wish to encourage the economic independence of women believe in
addition to this position that the tax system is based on an unjust and outmoded concept of
the legal incapacity of the married woman. They would like to see the tax system become
entirely neutral with respect to marriage and to favour the married woman’s decision to
work outside the home, as summed up by Maureen Maloney’s remark that “on balance, if
this society is moving toward equality [for women], results equality is essential. The pure
form of individual taxation must prevail: marital relief in any form will only distort equality
and must not be given unless marriage is considered such an essential stabilizer in the

® Jack R. London, “The Impact of Changing Perceptions of Social Equity on Tax Policy:
The Marital Tax Unit,” 26:2 Qsgoode Hall Law Journal, [1988] 295.
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social fabric of society that it must at all costs be encouraged.”® More traditional
supporters of marriage as an institution may very well agree more with Ms. Maloney’s
latter statement than with her actual position. With support from such different
perspectives, it becomes politically unlikely that the individual be supplanted as the unit of
taxation in Canada.

The much greater participation of women in the paid workforce and their resulting
economic independence also means that the individual as tax unit is now a much closer
approximation of reality. The question of the appropriate tax unit has thus become
something of a non-issue in Canada. Nonetheless, the fact that the individual is the
Canadian tax unit has ramifications for the taxation of families, most notably by allowing
double-income couples to income split and gain a tax advantage where they would not be
able to were the family used as the tax unit.

30 ereenMaloncy “WommdthelncomeTaxAct Marriage, Motherhood, and
-anad ; ) d the Law, 3 (1989), 191.
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2.1 Incidence

In 1960, Oldman and Temple were able to characterize the question of incidence
thus: “The initial question countries have had to answer in approaching the allocation of
tax burdens is whether or not the characteristics of the marriage relationship are such that
all married couples with same total incomes should pay approximately the same total
tax™*!. From this point they concluded that the economic lives of the husband and wife
are 30 inseparable as to justify their treatment and taxation as a single unit. This possibility
cannot nowadays be seriously entertained; the individual as tax unit is entrenched, because
it has supporters of polar opposite political views with vested interests in its continuation.

After three decades of unprecedented familial breakdown, the difficulty now is to
compare the tax treatment of child support across married, separated, divorced and single
parents. The issue of incidence in taxation raises the question, where does the greatest
and the least tax burden fall? Which of these family groups has the most income after tax?

22 A tions for C . { Tax Incid
The following analysis examines the distribution of the tax burden imposed on the

employment income of parents, according to whether they are married or divorced, and

whether there are one or two income eamers.

3! Oidman and Temple, “Comparative Analysis,” 596.
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Using the Cantax Personal Income Tax Software for 1995 to generate returns, the
tax treatment of five different family groups with the same total income will be compared
to determine the after-tax income available to the following:

(i) a married couple with one income earner, with one parent working in the home

providing child care;

(ii) a married couple, each eaming the same income, with child care purchased

outside the home;

(iif) divorced or separated pareats, living apart, with one income earner in the

form of the non-custodial parent who pays child support;

(iv) divorced or separated parents, living apart, both earning an income, one

having custody of both children and receiving support for them;

(v) lastly, a single parent working to support children on one income.

For greater case in analysis, the following assumptions will be made:

1. The families under discussion have two dependent children under the age of seven in
need of child care. As the tax system no longer provides any tax exemptions for having
children but instead has the means-tested Child Tax Benefit available to those who qualify,
the precise number of children is not as relevant, but let it be two for purposes of
discussion.

2. Using the average income of families in 1993 as a starting point, estimated at
$52,112,% for simplicity let the average family income be $50,000.

32 Statistics Canada Catalogue number 13-208, 9.
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3. The comparisons will be of a cross section of taxation of a single income level,
assuming that the family group is eaming $50,000 in total, whether from one or two
eamners, to magnify the different tax treatment of income used to support the same number
of people (with the exception of the case of the single parent, who was included for
further illustration).

4. Let the income be employment income only, since in 1993, Canadian families received
on average 78.9% of income from earnings™ . Though a significant amount of income is
not from employment, it is likely less relevant at the lower end of the income scale.

5. Remember that the child care expense deduction for 1995 allows up to $5000 per child
annually, but only to enable parents to work or study, and the payments cannot have been
made to a family member.

6. As the tax program obtained is for Manitoban citizens, the provincial system of taxes
and credits will apply, which would vary between provinces, but at least the tax treatment
for families with children will be consistently applied to the parties involved.

7. CPP and UI contributions are taken into account in the CanTax program when
calculating taxes owed. The payments that have to be made by employed parents to CPP
and UI has not been subtracted from the after-tax income described.

8. For the purposes of this exercise, references to spouses and couples will include both
married and common law couples, as under the /74 since January 1, 1993, for all income
tax purposes a spouse includes a common law spouse’* , but the returns have been filled
out using the married, divorced or single categories and not the common-law one.

3 mid., 10.
¥ IT4A, s. 252(4).
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9. Parents who have separated will be assumed to have done so conclusively, so that they
no longer qualify as spouses under the /74, and to avoid additional complications to their
returns, not to have entered into any other relationships that would count as spousal or
10. The Child Tax Benefit is paid to the primary caregiver (usually residing with the child)
and so to the custodial parent after the divorce.

11. They are also assumed to be residents of Canada and so taxable; and under 65 so not
receiving any old age security payments.

12. All calculations are made as if for a 1995 return, and are set out in Table 1.
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23 Tablel,

Estimatioa of Houschold Income After Tax for Various Family Groups, 1995 .

Al amounts fn dollars. | 1. Marvied, | 2. Married, 3. Diverced, & Diverced, S Single
Tmceme | 2ncomes 1 income 2 ncomm parent,
Cuntedial Nencustodial | Costedial Nencustodial | 1 income
[ Esmployment income 0000 | 25000 25 000 0] 30000 25000 28000 0000
Maintenance recsived v 7y v 25000 | (23 000) 6000 (6000) 0
or (paid)
Child care esponses M 10 000 wva aa 10 000 s 10 000
Net tazable income "50 000 15000 25000 25000 | 25000 21000 19000 40 000
Basic pervennl 6456 6456 6456 (703 6456 6456 6456 6456
esempiion
Spewal/oquiv. ameant 5330 ) 0 $380 ) 5350 0 $380
T C.P.P. contribution 25050 | 58.20 383.20 0| 8505 583.20 58320 $50.50
UL contribution 1271.40 750.00 750.00 0| 7%00] 75000[  750.00 1,271.40
[ Tetal nen-refundable 237284 | 132416 | 132416 | 201212 | 145824 | 2.238.76 | 1,324.16 237284 |
tax crodits
Net Foderal tax $.20267 | 136262 | 301362 230502 | 287551 | 137L18| 1.963.02 352467
Net Provineial tax 509116 80744 | 134044 L1137 | 1951.72 48225 | 1,321.04 3.414.16
Tetal tax paysble 1329383 | 207006 | 4,850.06 326372 | 48273 | 165843 | 328406 39330
Imconse afler tox $36,706.17 | $22,92994 $20,14994 | $21,7362% 3$20,172.77 | $29,341.57 $13,71594 $41.066.17
BA=Base | Total=$43,07.38 Total = $ 41,909.03 Total = $ 45,057.51 BA +$4,360
amount BA+$6373.71 = 17.4% | BA+$5202.38=14.2% | BA+$8,351.34 =22.75% | = 11.38%
Caild Tax Benelit 1,262.04 0] 13308 246600 M| 29212 0 1,336.08
GST credit 0 0] 7098 608.00 304 608.00 304.00 703.95
Afler tax disposnhie 3796821 $45,11991 | 82481028 $20476.77 | $32481.69 $I601994 |  $43,1062
inceme per famlly BA=DBese =BA +$7,15L.79 Total = $45,287.05 Total = $48,501.63 =BA
group; total income for amsemmt -~ 1884% =BA+$7318.84 =BA+$10533.02 | +35137.99
ol Samily members; % - 1928% -27.74% | = 1353%
changs frem BA
Afer tax dispesahie $9,176.54 SIL27996 | 3827009 3$30,476.77 | $10,827.23 $16,01994 | SI14,368.73 |
inceme per caplis

21



2.4 Married Coyple with One Income
The first column in Table 1 reveals the tax treatment of a married couple where

one spouse provides child care in the home and the earner supports them all on $50,000
annual income. They cannot deduct child care expenses, as this is only possible if they are
incurred to enable a pareat to be employed, to undergo government-approved training or
to carry on a business or resesrch®® . Under s. 64(1) of the ITA, child care payments
cannot be paid within a family to the father or mother of a child. The couple’s taxable
income will be $50,000, as they are not allowed to split this income. A benefit is available
in the form of the spousal support exemption for dependent spouses (and certain other
relatives)™.

The CanTax return generated showed that in 1995, a married couple with two
children living on one income will pay the highest amount of total tax (federal and
provincial) of all the family groups profiled: $13,293.83. They will have the lowest after-
tax income of $36,706.17. They will receive the Child Tax Benefit, which is means tested;
calculated on their total income of $50,000, it will be an estimated $1,262.04 for the
following year. Their income puts them out of the range of recipients of a GST credit.

Their tax treatment reflects current tax policy, which considers that a couple
dependent on one income with one spouse providing household services has greater
taxable capacity from this imputed income and from the economies of scale of living
together, and therefore should pay greater taxes than a couple where both spouses work,
as the latter have to buy many of those household services and compared to the parents in

% Ibid., s. 64.
% Ibid., s. 74Q1).
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this exampie, would have to purchase child care as well.>” The abolition in spring 1996 of
the inclusion and deduction provisions of the /74 dealing with child support will have no
effect on the after tax income available to support the members of this family.

2.5 Married Couple with Two Incomes

In this scenario, shown in columns 2 and 3 in Table 1 under the heading “Married,
2 Incomes”, the spouses both work outside the home, here on the (quite arbitrary)
assumption that each spouse eamns $25,000 annually. Income splitting arises naturally
from the fact that each spouse files a separate tax return to report their income, as the
individual is the official tax unit in the Canadian tax system. Child care is purchased
outside the home and child care expenses are deductible to the supporting individual with
the lower income; the CanTax return was structured so that whichever parent took the
child care expense deduction, the other would claim the Child Tax Benefit (CTB) and
obtain the GST credit for spending on themselves and the children.

The CTB of $1,336.08 exceeds that of the one-income family’s, and the income
split allows them a combined GST credit of $703.95, compared to none for the one-
income family. As each spouse files their respective tax returns individually, they can take
advantage of two personal exemptions, but cannot take a spousal/spousal equivalent
deduction. The joint after-tax income of these two working parents is estimated at

$43,079.88 or 17.4% more than the one-income family’s, which is boosted to 18.84%

37 Samuel A. Rea in his article “Taxes, Transfers and the Family,” University of Toronto
Law Journal 34 (1984) p. 323, cites an article by Gronau suggesting that estimated
household production is 20% higher when the wife is not employed outside the home.
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more when the CTB and GST credit are added. Their tax levy is almost half that of a
married couple with one income, at $6,920.12.

This is due to the combined effect of the tax policy assumption that working
couples incur greater expenses to run their households, in the form of transport, clothing,
child care and so on, so that taxes should be structured to reflect this curtailed ability to
pay (as well as to encourage the secondary eamer to join the paid workforce), with the
income splitting effect of a two-income household, making the difference in taxation more
pronounced. As with the preceding family group, the abolition of the inclusion and
deduction provisions of the I74 dealing with child support will have no effect on the after
tax income available to support the members of this family.

2.6 The Symes case

The Symes case provides an illustration of Canadian tax policy on the expense of
bringing up children, and raises the question of the allocation of the cost of child care
between working parents. At issue was the distinction made in the /74 between business
expenses and personal and living expenses; the first of which is deductible, the second of
which is not.

In tax cases on point, child care expenses are considered to fit into the latter
category, as a result of the viewpoint that sees children as a personal consumption
decision. They are nevertheless allowed a specific deduction under s. 63 of the Act, and
are only permissible as mentioned above, in order to enable a parent to be employed, to
undergo government-approved training or to carry on a business or research. Married



couples in which both parents work are able to make use of the child care expense
deduction, as it is seen as a form of recompense for the expense of household services
which must be purchased rather than provided for in the home.

The appellant in the Symes case®® , Elizabeth Symes, was a married lawyer and
mother working full time as a partner in & Toronto law firm. She appealed Revenue
Canada’s refusal to allow her to deduct child care expenses (the wages paid to a nanny) as
an expense of doing business under ss. 9 and 18 of the /74. She did so on the grounds
that to refuse would have a disparate effect on women as they are primarily responsible for
child care, making it a denial of the sex equality guaranteed under s.15(1) of the Charter
of Rights™ , although the provisions make no mention of gender, and fathers cannot
deduct child care expenses as business expenses either.

Arguing that businessmen as men did not face the same costs to enable them to
work, she had deducted them as a business expense peculiar to her as a woman, rather
than using the more restricted child care deductions available under s. 63 of the I74. At
the trial level of the Federal Court, the judge agreed, holding that the case had to be
interpreted in light of the social and economic realities of the times, which meant that there
had been an influx of women with children into the marketplace. Symes was held to be
discriminated against on the basis of her sex and parental status by denying the deduction,

% Supranote 1.

¥ §. 15(1) of the Canadian Charter of Rights, being Schedule B of the Constitution Act,
1982 (UK.), reads “Every individual is equal before and under the law and has the right to
the equal protection and equal benefit of the law without discrimination and, in particular,
without discrimination based on race, national or ethnic origin, colour, religion, sex, age
or mental or physical disability.”
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which did not treat her like a serious business person with a serious expense incurred for a
legitimate purpose. The Federal Court of Appeal took the opposite position and held that
denying Symes the deduction was not discriminatory. She took her case to the Supreme
Court.

In cases where there is a challenge to legisiation under the Charter equality rights
guarantee in s. 15(1), the Supreme Court has developed a three stage test to be applied to
determine whether the legislation should be struck down or not. These are:

1. Did the impugned legislation establish an inequality by drawing a distinction
intenﬁonaﬂyormhuwisebasedmapamnﬂw«isﬁc? If so,

2. Is any such inequality discriminatory: does it impose a burden or obligation or
disadvantage not imposed on others, or of withholding or limiting access to opportunities,
benefits and advantages available to others? If so,

3. If inequality or discrimination exists, does the personal characteristic found constitute

an enumerated or analogous ground under s. 15(1)?

Legislation can still be saved if it is considered justified under s.1 of the Charter,
but in this case, the majority of the Supreme Court dismissed the appeal at the first stage
of the test, on the grounds that the right to sex equality was not infringed because

“The distinction created between supporting persons who incur child care expenses

with respect to an eligible child and those who do not is not a distinction on the

basis of sex. The appellant has failed to demonstrate an adverse effect on women
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created or contributed to by s. 63, as she has not demonstrated that women
disproportionately pay child care expenses and that the section, therefore,
disproportionately limits the deduction with respect to actual expenses incurred by

women.” ¥

Writing for the majority, Iaccobucci J. held that even if Symes had shown that the
social costs of child care were borne disproportionately by women, it was not sufficient
proof that women pay child care expenses, which would be necessary for ss. 9 and 18(1)
to have a gender specific effect and discriminate in the way that she was alleging. Child
care expenses were not deductible as a business expense under those sections because they
were dealt with under s. 63, and were further precluded by s. 18(1)h) prohibiting the
deduction of personal and living expenses.

One factor influencing the majority decision was that Ms. Symes was not earning
income as an employee, but as a member of law firm partnership. Were the court to
accept her argument, it would mean that she would be able to deduct all her child care
costs as a business expense, whereas 8 woman working as an employee (almost certainly
in a lower-paying job) would only be able to deduct the s. 63 amount, not the full amount
of child care costs. The court was loathe to put Ms. Symes in a better position than
someone such as her secretary; this was certainly part of the motive for the dismissal. The
Carter Commission shared this concern for what it considered an imbalance in the tax
system, which favoured the self-employed over the employee insofar as the deductibility of

© Symes, Review of Family Law, 472.
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the costs of doing business over the costs of working was concerned, and advised the
equalization of the two situstions, but Canadian tax policy has not responded.

The two female judges McLaughlin and L Heureux-Dubé¢ JJ. dissented, agreeing
with Ms. Symes’ argument. The latter held that the existence of s. 63 did not preclude the
deduction of child care expenses as a deductible business expense, and that the relevant
tax provisions were gendered in nature and should be interpreted in a way that takes into
account the realities of business women’s expenses in relation to child care. She therefore
held that the child care expenses of Ms. Symes came within the definition of gaining or
producing income in s. 18(1)(a), and were not barred as personal or living expenses under
s. 18(1)(h).

Both Ms. Symes’s argument and her strategy have been objected to by advocates
of the child care movement, the first on the same grounds as the majority of the Court,
that “success for Symes would establish a hierarchy of women which is in inverse order to
their ability to pay child care, headed by business women... a victory for Symes would
have privileged those already privileged by reason of their class [the largely professional
group of the self-employed] ... at the expense of women who lack this privilege™' by
skewing government tax expenditures on child care heavily towards a group already in a
position of social and economic privilege, of which women made up less than 25%*. Had
the provisions been interpreted as L’Heureux-Dube J. suggested, these expenses would

have been solely svailable to the very narrow group of self-employed women. It would

“t CFL. Young, “Child Care and The Charter: Privileging the Privileged,” Review of
Constitutional Studies, 2 (1994), 33-36.
2 mid., p. 32.
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have excluded any other employed custodial parents from taking advantage of the
provisions, and allowed Ms. Symes and others in her situation an amount of tax relief for
child care extraordinarily greater than that available to employees.

The second objection is closely related to the first, as the manner in which changes
in public policy are brought about, whether by judicial activism, as suggested by
L’Heureux-Dubé J., or through legislative change, may resuit in distorted and inequitable
tax expenditures such as those cited above by the Supreme Court and by other
commentators. The media and public opinion were supportive of Ms. Symes in her
unsuccessful attempt to establish the deductibility of child care payments as a business
expense.

As a closer examination of the situation above reveals, had she been successful, her
victory would have been of questionable benefit to the majority of women in the
workforce and in fact would have meant her relative gain at their expense. The public
scrutiny which legislative change requires allows for greater research and consultation and
forces a broader perspective on the formation of policy, making it more likely that such a
narrow interpretation would not pass without amendments to ensure the availability of the
benefits of the provision on a much wider scale, or indeed might not pass at all.

This case also raises the question of whether, by taking the responsibility for child
care expenses on herself and pursuing the issue on the grounds that women bear the
greater costs of child care, Ms. Symes was acting in the general interests of women. It is
true that as a general rule, it is women who are the secondary earners, who make the
decision as to whether or not they will join the paid workforce as opposed to providing
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child care in the home, and whose presence in the workforce makes paid child care
necessary. Nevertheless, if both parents are to be held equally responsible for the well-
being and upbringing of their children, and if women’s equality is considered to depend on
an equal sharing of child care responsibilities, it does not follow that the costs of child care
should be attributable solely to one parent alone based on their sex, as Ms. Symes was
arguing.

A more equitable for public policy to undertake might be to allow the expenses of
child care to be divided between the parents during marriage, in order to emphasize and
encourage fathers’ joint responsibility to support their children. Furthermore, if child care
expenses were to be fully deductible as business expenses to the self-employed, it would
only be equitable to amend the child care expenses deduction to allow their full
deductibility to the employed, though to do so would be to increase the tax incentives to
have both parents work and would further disadvantage stay-at-home parent, as will be
explained.
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2.7 Table2,

Estimation of Household Income After Tax for Various Family Groups After Abolition of

Inclusion/Deduction provisions
All amounts in doliars. | 1. Masvied, | 2 Moeviod, 3. Diverced, 4 Diverced, S Single
1imcome | 2mconses 1 ncome 2 Incomes parent,
Custedial /Nencustodial | Custedial /Nencustodial | 1 income
Employment inceme 50 000 25 000 25000 1| Ss0000 25 000 25 000 S0 000
Maintenance received o 7 " 25000 | (25 000) 6000 (6000) 0
or (peld)
Child care cxpenses s 10000 67 va 10 000 ) 10 000
Net/ taxable income 50000 15000 25000 33| 125000 15 000 25000 40 000
[ Basic personal 645 6456 6456 6456 64% 6456 6456 6456
ezemption
Spousaliequiv. smseunt 5380 0 0 33890 ] 35380 ) 5380
CP.F. contribution $5050 | 3020 SB20 o 85050 $83.20 58320 $50.50
UL coutribation 127140 | 75000  750.00 0| 127140 | 7500 750.00 127140
Total non-refundable 237284 | 1324.06 | 1324.16 | 201213 | 145824 | 2.238.76 | 132416 237284
tax credis
Net Federal tax 820267 | 126262 | 301362 0 914471 31124 | 301362 $5.524.67
Net Provincial tax SOOLIG | 80744 | 183644 0| 601675 0| 202144 3.109.16
Total tat payshle 1329383 | 207006 | 43850.06 @30) | 151618 4058 | 503506 1633.00
Income after tax $36.706.17 | $22.92994 $20,14994 | $A30.00  $I4,8538.54 | $24,959.42 $1996454 | $41,366.17 |
BA=Basc | Toul=$43079.38 Total = $35,268.54 Total = § 44,924.36 BA + $4,660
amount BA+$6373.71 = 17.4% | BA-$1,437.63 ~397% | BA+$2218.19~2239% | =12.7%
"Child Tax Bemefit 1,262.04 0| 133608 37388 0| 3.63504 0 1.336.08
GST credit 0 $03.00 70395 608.00 o[ 71300 304.00 0
Afer tax disposshie $37.968.21 $4562201 | SASILES $3483854 | $29307.46 $20,26894 | $42,702.25
imcome per fumily BA = Base = BA +$7,65479 Total = $ 39,650.42 Total = $49,576.40 =BA
group; total hecomse for amount - 2016% ~BA+S16R221 wBA+$1160819 | +$473404
ol family members; % - 443% -3057% | = 1247%
change from BA
Afier tax disposable $9,176.54 $11,405.73 | S$1,60396 903854 | $9,769.15 $20,26894 | $14,234.08
income per capita plus maintenence
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2.8 Divorced Parents with One Income
In this situation, the non-custodial parent is the sole income eamer of $50,000, paying haif

(for purposes of comparison, however unlikely this may be in fact) of his or her earnings to their
former spouse in the form of maintenance, then deducting that amount from his or her total
income and paying tax on the remaining haif only, as allowed under s. 60(b) of the /74 until 1996.
The custodial parent cares for the children and does not work outside the home; the maintenance
is the sole source of their support and must be included as income on the tax return as required by
law under s. 56(1)(b) of the ITA. After a divorce or separation, any advantages of joint living will
be gone, as two households must be maintained. This rationale accounts at least in part for the
lesser tax burden on separated and divorced parents.

Each of the former spouses claims the personal exemption. Child care expenses cannot be
deducted as the custodial parent is not employed outside the home, but he or she can claim the
“equivalent to spouse” amount of $5380 for one of the children. The former spouses end up with
similar after-tax incomes, though the custodial parent has $22,011.28 on which to support three
people, compared to $20,172.77 for the non-custodial parent to support his or herself. Their
combined incomes after tax, for the maintenance of four persons over two households, is
$42,183.18, the second lowest of the after-tax incomes for that number of persons, because of the
unavailability of the child care expenses deduction.

The tax system provides limited income splitting for divorced couples with children under
3. 56 of the ITA and gives them $5,477.88 more after-tax income than a married couple in the
same situation and with the same original income, though this must be used to support two
households. The custodial parent will be further assisted by a GST credit of $713 as well as the
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Child Tax Benefit, calculated at $3,774 and bringing the total income to support that parent and
the two children to $26,488.28.

When broken down into income of $8,829.43 per capita, the custodial parent has the
lowest amount of all the family groups to support each member of the household, 8 sum
furthermore based on the assumption of a very high sum of maintenance. Given that an estimated
80% of custodial parents are women, this example illustrates the phenomenon of the “feminization
of poverty” arising in the wake of marital breakdown, where the standard of living of the custodial
parent and the children drops, if they are solely supported by maintenance payments which in fact
will rarely constitute half of the non-custodial parent’s income. It also illustrates the frequently
seen rise in the non-custodial parent’s standard of living after the separation, as he or she in this
situation ends up with the greatest amount of after tax income per capita with which to support
him or herself at $20,172.77.

The repeal of the provisions allowing for the deduction of the support payments to the
payor and requiring their inclusion in the income of the payee will have considerable effect on the
after-tax income available to support these parents and children. Table 2 illustrates the effects.
The situation of married couples, and of the single parent, remain unchanged. After the abolition,
the situation of the divorced parents with children dependent on one income is drastically
changed. The CanTax return has been prepared for the custodial, non-income earning parent
assuming they earn $1, which gives them a tax refund of $430. To this that parent will add
$3,773.88 of CTB, and $608 of GST credit. The amount of maintenance paid will not be
included in income, and so will be added to the above sums.

However, looking at the tax return of the income-earning non-custodial parent, they are
now treated as an individual without dependents with total tax payable of $15,161.50, and
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receiving no CTB or GST credit. So he or she will be taxed accordingly; whatever the amount of
maintenance they are actually paying to the custodial parent and children, any payment must be
made from the total after tax income of $34,838.54. To attempt to pay the $25,000 paid
theoretically under the existence of the provisions would now leave the non-custodial parent with
total personal disposable income of $9,838.54; as this is unlikely to be considered sufficient to
support that parent, the maintenance paid to the custodial parent will be correspondingly reduced.
The estimated percentage change tells the story: aggregate after tax income for both parents will
actually be 3.92% less than that of a one income family running only one household. Aggregate
after tax disposable income after the addition of the CTB and GST credit is only 4.43% more.
While the situation described may be atypical of families after marital breakdown in that
the non-custodial parent provides the entire support for the custodial parent and children when it
is more likely that the custodial parent will work outside the home to some degree, it nevertheless
demonstrates that the removal of the inclusion/deduction provisions will act against the interests

of some of the persons it was provided to assist.

2.9 Divorced Parents with Two Incomes

Again in this case, divorce or separation will mean that all the advantages of joint living
are gone, as two households must be maintained, and the custodial parent must now purchase
child care. Both of the former spouses may also purchase household services. Again the
assumption has been that each parent earns $25,000, however unreflective this may be of the state
of affairs in real life. When both parents have an income after marital breakdown, the courts
expect them to provide for child support according to their relative ability to pay. Let the non-
custodial parent pay $6,000 maintenance. That parent will then reduce taxable income by $6,000
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to $19,000. The custodial parent will include the $6,000 in income for a total taxable income of
$31,000.

As a working parent, the custodial parent will be able to deduct child care expenses of
$10,000 for a taxable income of $21,000. The payor of child care expenses may deduct them
regardless of who has custody, but we will again assume that the custodial parent pays all costs
after receiving maintenance. Each parent can claim the basic level of personal exemption, and the
custodial parent can additionally claim “equivalent to spouse” for one child, and will also get all
the Child Tax Benefit of $3,635.04.

Divorced parents with two incomes benefit most from the structure of the tax system, as
their aggregated after tax income is estimated at $51,673.86, exceeding their total income in the
first place. This reveals the compound effect of the tax system providing child care deductions for
working parents, added to income splitting upon marriage breakdown from individual returns.
The expense of maintaining two households and the expenses involved in working are taken into
account, but the comparison with the tax situation of the married couple with one income is
pronounced; in aggregate they will have $47,055.94 or 28.2% more after-tax income than the
latter. The Child Tax Benefit adds on another estimated $3,635.04 tax free to the income of the
custodial parent, which along with GST credits totaling $982.88 brings in total $14,967.69 or
40.78% more after tax income with benefits in aggregate than a one income family with the same
number of members.

The effect of the repeal of the inclusion/deduction provisions will not be as harsh in this
case as in the previous situation, primarily because each parent is eaming $25,000 so that the
income is naturally split, and because the custodial parent can make use of the child care expenses

deduction. Their aggregate income after tax is now only 22.39% more than that of the one
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married couple, instead of 22.75%; once the CTB and GST are added, their aggregate after tax
disposable income is 27.35% more instead of 27.74%, leaving their situation relatively unchanged.

The juxtaposition of the financial circumstances of the custodial parent in these two
situations of divorce - between benefits of $3,374.99 to be added to whatever maintenance can be
derived from the non-custodial parent’s income of $34,838.54, compared to an after tax income
of $28,082.46 which maintenance payments of only $6000 would bring to $34,082.46 - provides
a vivid illustration of why policy makers have placed such importance on encouraging women,
who form the majority of custodial parents, into the workplace. Unfortunately, for every
incentive that assists women to do 30, the non-working custodial parent becomes relatively more
disadvantaged.

2.10 The Thibaudeas case
Legislative changes were introduced in the federal budget of March 6, 1996 announcing

the repeal of sections 56(1X(b) and 60(b) of the /74, to come into effect in May 1997. The latter
allowed the parent paying child support on behalf of dependent children to deduct the payments
made from their pre-tax income, and the former required the recipient parent to include these
payments as income and pay tax on them. Effectively, this allowed income-splitting for purposes
of child support to separated or divorced parents where it is not allowed to married ones. From
1942 to 1997, most separated or divorced couples will have enjoyed a tax advantage of monies
used for child support.
The original motive behind the enactment was partly to encourage the non-custodial

parent to pay, but primarily to provide greater after-tax income for all parties in order to ease the
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financial pressure on the payor spouse, who at the time of the provisions’ introduction in 1942
was facing a heavier tax burden due to the fiscal requirements of war.® It was an anomalous
arrangement, and has been the subject of debate over its correct categorization as a tax
expenditure over the question of whose income they were considered to be, revealing
shortcomings in the definition of income in the I74.* As the tax unit of the Canadian system was
and is officially based on the individual, the provisions were exceptional in that they linked a
separated or divorced couple as an economic unit while continuing to treat a married couple as
individuals; a strange inversion of Carter’s recommendation to recognize the family as the unit of
taxation, recognizing it to its benefit only after its breakdown.

The provisions likely fulfilled the legislative intent of providing greater after tax income in
the vast majority of cases at the time of their introduction, and until women’s presence in the paid
workforce led to a significant number of separated or divorced women whose incomes were
higher than their former husbands’. When the provisions were challenged in the 7hibaudeau case,
even the federal government’s statistics indicated that there were tax savings in only 67% of
cases; in 30% of cases, the payee had a higher income than the payor and so was paying taxes on
them at a higher marginal rate than they would have been taxed at in the hands of the payor.
Opponents of the provision argued that the latter situation was even more common.

This was the situation of the complainant Suzanne Thibaudeau. Though the tax

ramifications of the child support payments had been taken into account or “grossed up” in

© A similar provision allowing the inclusion/deduction of alimony was enacted in the same year
in the U.S.A., as due to the high marginal tax rates imposed to finance the war, Congress feared
that alimony payors would not have sufficient funds to meet their tax burden after paying alimony.
Child support payments were not made deductible in the U.S., however. Wendy Gerzog Shaller,
“On Public Policy Grounds, A Limited Tax Credit for Child Support and Alimony,” American
Journal of Tax Policy, 13 (Fall 1994), 321.
“ Richard Krever, “Support Payments and the Persona! Income Tax,” Osgoode Hall Law
Journal, 21:4 1983, 638-640.
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determining their amount, she found that the payments increased her tax burden by more than the
divorce decree provided for, which amount had to be paid for out of her own income and
resources. She also objected to being taxed on the child support payments she was receiving,
which were solely for the benefit of the children, when the father of the children was able to write
them off. She therefore filed the child support payments separately, under her children’s names.

The payments were included as income on a reassessment of her return for 1989. She first
appealed to the Tax Court, on the grounds that s. 56(1)(b) of the /74 violated her equality rights
under s. 15 of the Charter (as in the Symes case) by requiring that she include in her income
monies paid to her that were to be used solely for the benefit of her children. She held that the
unconstitutional discrimination arose on grounds analogous to those enumerated in the Charter,
by imposing undue hardship on separated custodial parents as a group, who were receiving
maintenance payments for their children.

The Tax Court accepted her argument that she was a member of a group entitled to the
benefit of the s. 15 equality guarantee, but held that the second stage of the test (described above
with reference to the Symes case) was not satisfied, in that there existed no burden, obligation or
disadvantage imposed that was not imposed on others. As long as the tax consequences of the
payments were taken into account and “grossed up” accordingly, which as the judge pointed out
there was a judicial responsibility to do, no prejudicial consequences should stem from s.56(1)Xb).

When that failed, Thibaudeau sought judicial review in the Federal Court of Appeal, with
some success. There they struck down s. 56(1)(b) requiring the separated or divorced custodial
parent to include child support payments in income. It was struck down on the grounds that it
was discriminatory against the personal characteristic of being a divorced or separated custodial
parent, imposing a special burden on members of this group. As in the Tax Court, this was
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accepted as analogous to other grounds listed in s. 15 of the Charter, on the basis that they all
frequently served as the basis for discrimination.

S. 56(1)(b) was not saved by s. 1 of the Charter*® | which can justify some legislation
which would otherwise be contrary to the rights guaranteed therein. The court held that the
government objective to provide a tax subsidy to separated and divorced families was important
enough to warrant a Charter breach, but that the legislation did not meet the requirements to do
so, due to its uncertain effectiveness in practice so that the recipients of the payments did not
always benefit from the income splitting. Notably, they did not strike down s. 60(b) which
allowed the payor spouse to deduct them to maintain the incentive system, and by doing so
rendered child support payments between divorced or separated parents tax-free.

The case was appeaied to the Supreme Court. The federal government’s position in the
appeal was that the decision of the Federal Court essentially rendered these payments tax-free;
that many federal statutes and policies make distinctions on the basis of family status, and to hold
that to do so is contrary to the Charter is simply to limit the power of Parliament to make social
legislation, and lastly that the ruling caused uncertainty in the law, encouraging litigation and
payors to default on payments. The overriding concern of the government in the area was said
not to be to increase revenue for the government from this source but to ensure that someone
pays the tax. (Ironically, both now occur with the repeal of both provisions of the Act, as the
payor is now taxed on the full amount of their income and nobody is able to take advantage of

income-splitting.)

5 Section 1 of the Charter reads, “The Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms guarantees
the rights and freedoms set out in its subject only to such reasonable limits prescribed by law as

can be demonstrably justified in a free and democratic society.”
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The majority in the Supreme Court ruled against Mme. Thibaudeau on the grounds that
the inclusion/deduction system established under the /74 conferred if anything a benefit on
divorced families by allowing them to income-split, and attributed any disproportionate
displacement of the tax liability between the two former spouses to faults in the family law system,
not the /74. To defend the provisions, it was necessary to hold that the benefit was conferred on
the “post-divorce family unit”, and to recognize that ss. S6(1)(b) and 60(b) operate at the level of
a couple to minimize the tax consequences of support payments, and so to promote the best
interests of the children to ensure there is more money available for their care. That one member
of the unit might derive greater benefit from the legislation did not in and of itself trigger a 5.15(1)
violation, nor did it lead to a finding that the distinction amounts to a denial of equal benefit or
protection under the law. The court dealt with any administrative difficulties by holding that the
amount of income taxable under the provisions was determined by the family law system, under
which a gross-up should occur to include tax liability.

As in the Symes case, the two female judges of the Supreme Court dissented from the
majority judgement. Both concluded that the s. 56(1)(b) requirement infringed the right to
equality guaranteed by the Charter, imposing a special burden on custodial parents by being likely
to disadvantage custodial parents (recognizing that the vast majority of whom were single
mothers) and likely to advantage non-custodial parents. By doing so, they held that it imposes on
the former an unequal burden of the law and denies them the equal benefit of the law, violating s.
15(1) of the Charter and unsalvageable unders. 1.

Each agreed with the decision of the Federal Court of Appeal to strike it down, (in
McLaughlin’s case advising that s. 56 (1)X(b) be “read down” to exclude child support, including

only alimony and maintenance) rendering child support payments between separated or divorced
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parents tax free. Despite recognizing that the goal of the provisions was to provide greater after
tax income to ameliorate families’ situstion upon divorce or separation, and that it succeeded in
doing so0 in 67% of cases, they nevertheless decided that this was done at the cost of placing an
“unequal and unjustifiable tax burden on the shoulders of custodial parents like Ms. Thibsudeau.”
L’Heureux-Dubé J. argued that Charter protection should be extended, because of the economic
and social disadvantage to separated or divorced custodial parents of the requirement to include
child support payments in income under s.56(1)(b).

The dissenting justices concluded that the higher the custodial parent’s income, the greater
the disadvantage suffered as a result of the inclusion of child support in his or her income. This
ignores the degree to which the tax burden might be taken into account in the court order. An
“unequal and unjustifiable tax burden” only arises in cases where the custodial parent is making a
comparable or greater income than the non-custodial parent, resulting in the payments in the
hands of the custodial parent having a higher marginal rate of taxation applied (the intended result
of a progressive tax system), and so a smaller amount of after-tax income being made available to
the “post-divorce family unit”.

The courts have taken the approach that both parents have a duty to provide for the
maintenance of their children after marital breakdown. The rule developed over time in family
law, and set out in s. 15(8) of the Divorce Act, is that each parent is expected to contribute to the
support of their children relative to their ability to pay**. Separation agreements and divorce
settlements are structured with this as a rule of thumb, but according to the common law the
judge retains the discretionary power to make decisions according to his or her belief as to what

course of action would be best suited to the circumstances of the case.

“ Lomne H. Wolfson, “Reflections on R.v.Thibaudeau,” Canadian Family Law Quarterly, 13,

169.
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It is little remarked that if the payor is earning less than the recipient, surely the degree of
injustice to the recipient in being required to include support payments in income is lessened if not
eliminated. (The guidelines for child support payments suggested by the federal government in
the spring of 1997 would restrict this discretion by determining paymenis based oniy on the ability
to pay of the non-custodial parent, without taking into account the income and financial resources
of the custodial parent, giving rise to considerable public controversy.) Where the payor’s income
exceeded the recipient’s, as long as the tax liability was added to the payor’s over and above the
amount deemed due to assist in child support, then no disadvantage would be suffered.

Indeed, as long as the income of the separated custodial parent is lower than that of the
non-custodial payor parent, the provisions confer a tax advantage to the “post-divorce family
unit”, which may or may not be entirely conveyed to the custodial parent and the children. Mme.
Thibaudeau objected that the payor was under no legal obligation to share the tax saving with the
custodial parent, and often was reluctant to do so. But if the custodial parent is making an equal
or greater income than the non-custodial payor, having to include child support payments in
income is not a disadvantage to the custodial parent, as long as the payments are adequate in
themselves as child support and are also calculated to include coverage of the taxes payable on
them.

If the payment is low due to the limited resources of the payor, and cannot cover the
increased taxation amount, then the caselaw principle to determine support payments according to
the relative incomes of the parents may very well result in a situation comparable to that of Mme.
Thibaudeau; but as long as the recipient parent has a higher income, how is this objectionable?

As long as the support amount was determined by the court according to the parents’ relative

ability to pay, and the gross-up was included, then the arrangement was arguably equitable in the
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circumstances. There will no longer be a tax advantage however, as they will be taxed at a rate
equal to or higher than the rate which would have applied in the hands of the payor.

The abolition of the provisions simply mean that the payor has less after tax income with
which to make pasyments which are already low by necessity of low income, and any incentive
effect the deduction provided will be lost. The incentive effect was dismissed by the critics of the
provisions, on the grounds that the high rate of default of support payments were evidence that it
was negligible. Sadly this is not necessarily the case. It is entirely possible that the abolition of
the provisions will lead to a still higher rate of default through the removal of the incentive effect
of deductibility.

Neither the dissenting justices, nor those commentators supporting their point of view,
appeared to realize that their proposals rendering the child support payments untaxed would be
unfair to those parents who do not qualify for the provisions and must support children entirely
out of after-tax income. Other alternatives mentioned, such as taxation of the payments in the
hands of the child, would have the same effect. An optional deduction/inclusion scheme, available
only when the payee parent was in a significantly lower tax bracket, might have been constructed
which would avoid the problem encountered by Mme. Thibaudeau, but again it would allow the
tax advantage of income splitting of child support monies only to those parents who had separated
or divorced.

It is usually argued that the financial situation of separated or divorced parents is not the
same as that of married or single parents, a distinction which is valid when referring to the need to
support two households with resulting expenses. But as Mme. Thibaudeau built her case on the
grounds that she was having to pay income on payments which were to be used exclusively for
the benefit of her children, there is an argument that an inequity exists in allowing deduction of
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child support payments only to separated or divorced parents, on the grounds that the expense of
raising children will be the same to all parents, and that the state of the parental relationship is not
relevant to the taxation of funds directed specifically at the costs of raising children.

From an economist’s perspective, it remains that the provisions made available a form of
income splitting, and so a tax saving, which was not available to married or single parents for the
money they spent on raising their children. The unfairness of the solutions proposed by the
dissenting justices is most pronounced when the taxation of a single custodial parent with no
external sources of child support, whose income is fully taxed, is compared to the proposed
treatment of a separated or divorced custodial parent, who would receive child support payments
tax free. It merely created inequality of treatment of parents in different marital relationships to
do anything but either abolish the provision entirely and so lower the amount of money available
for child support to the children of separated or divorced parents, or to provide some form of tax
break to all parents still supporting children *’

Another contentious issue in the policy debate over the existence of the provisions was the
efficiency of the taxation and family law systems in implementing them. In other words, the
degreetowhichthemx'ﬁabiﬁtywasmkeuiMOmouminthecdcuhﬁonoprponpaymentsin
separation and divorce proceedings. Until the Budget of 1996, the tax system merely required
that the income be included by the recipient, and made no mention of who was to bear the tax
consequences. There was no guidance to courts or lawyers in the Divorce Act or in provincial
family law legislation as to how calculations should be made. The provision’s effect in providing

an incentive to make greater payments or to make them at all was therefore uncertain. In other

7 Which in fact the federal government has attempted to do, after abolishing s. 56(a) and s.
60(b), by proposing a greater tax credit towards families with children who constitute the
“working poor”.



words, irrespective of the theoretical merits or demerits of the inclusion/deduction provisions,
there may have been such inefficiency in their application as to make irrelevant any discussion of
their effectiveness.

It was alleged in Thibaudeau, and accepted by the Federal Court of Appeal as the reason
for striking down s.56(1)(b), that the family law system failed to ensure that the provision
operated to the benefit of the recipient and the children and occasionally worked to their
detriment. Critics alleged that the high rate of default on support payments** was a sign that the
provisions had none of the incentive effect which the ability to income-split was supposed to have
on the payor, as a further inducement to make the payments. The Supreme Court majority
sidestepped the issue by merely saying that the relevant gross-up to include the tax liability should
occur.

Evidence on the issue is conflicting. Certainly private separation agreements may be
arranged without professional advice on the tax implications. A 1990 survey of judges conducted
by a judge found that “only & minority of lawyers preseat income tax calculations to courts where
it would be appropriate to do so. A majority of judges admitted that they will not do their own
calculations if the calculations are not presented by counsel.™ But it is not judges who are
expected to do the caiculations, it is counsel for the pareats, and given the routine nature of the
practice of family law, determining responsibility for the tax liability from support payments
should be standard procedure in ail separation and divorce proceedings.

“ For instance, the default rate as described in Elizabeth Sachs, “Support and Custory
Enforcement Programme: The Experience of Two Years,” Advocates’ Quarterly, IT (1990), 42,
and in Freda M. Steel, “Maintenance Enforcement in Canada,” Ottawa Law Review, 17 (1985),
491-493.

“ Judge R.J. Williams, “Child Support, An Update and Revisions of Qualification of Child

Support,” Review of Family Law, 18 (1989), 234.
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Indeed, one commentator on Thibaudeau remarked on this topic, “In my experience, all
competent family law lawyers and judges do take into account the tax effects of the support
payments when fixing the quantum of support. While it is possible that those individuals who
negotiate their own agreements may fail to make sufficient allowances for the impact of taxation,
their ignorance of the law and family law procedure is hardly a sufficient basis upon which to
attack and perhaps reject the entire system.”™ The author also recalls being informed by her
family law professor that the common attitude within the legal profession was that striking down
8. 56(1)(b) would simply lead to a massive number of applications for downward variations in
child support payments, to remove the gross-up added to them to cover the increased taxes
resulting from including them in income.

Nor should the high default rate be taken as an indication that the provisions were totally
lacking in incentive effect. It is entirely possible that the abolition of the provisions will remove
an important incentive for some payors, and increase the default rate. Having less after-tax
income will certainly add to pressures in that direction. It should also be noted that the tax
liability sum would be arrived at in the midst of general negotiations over the end of the marriage,
and would be one chip amongst many in determining the division of assets, spousal support, and
custody.

If the element of inefficiency is removed, all that can be criticized about the provisions is
that they provide greater after tax income to too few members of the group they are meant to
assist - parents raising children. The Thibaudeau case undeniably gives cause to consider the
need for tax policy changes arising from changing social circumstances, exemplified by the
changing fortunes of custodial parents. Rather than being a disadvantaged victim, Mme.

% Wolfson, “Reflections,” 167.



Thibaudeau’s position is actually symptomatic of ongoing change and improvement in the rising
average income of women, reflected in the increasing number of custodial parents (who are
around 80% women) with incomes close to or greater than the income of their former spouses.

The inclusion in the March 1996 budget of replacing the abolished provisions with federal
child support guidelines for the courts was in response to the criticisms on grounds of efficiency,
and the guidelines are meant to make attribution and calculation of the tax burden more exact,
though they have also met with considerable public controversy, through constraints imposed on
the discretion of the court in determining support awards without regard to the income of the
recipient, only that of the payor. Without question, from a strictly theoretical perspective, the
provisions allowed a tax advantage in child support to separated and divorced parents, which was
unavailable to married or single parents. One estimate indicative of the loss to the former group is
the federal government statistic which in 1991 gave $330 million as the uncollected tax revenues
from the income-splitting allowed under ss. 56 and 60.

In the very budget that abolished the provisions, the total cost of these tax rules for federal
and provincial governments was estimated at $410 million for the 1996-97 fiscal year. The
revenue gains thereby generated are to be put towards implementation of the Federal Child
Support Guidelines and new enforcement measures, as well as towards the Working Income
Supplement of the Child Tax Benefit.? By the government’s own admission, the loss to
separated and divorced families will be significant, and the lowest income custodial households
will be the group to lose the most. One commentator described this result as “the government
...having its cake (increased tax revenues), and eating it too (praise for having changed the tax

5! Lisa Philipps and Margot Young, “Sex, Tax and the Charter: A Review of Thibaudeau v.
Canada,” Review of Congtitutional Studies, 2:2 (1995), 274.
%2 Canada, “The New Child Support Package,” in Budget 1996, (Ottawa: Department of
Finance, 1996), 9-10.
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system), basking in the praise from one of the principal groups which would be left worse off by
the changes - with the pressure from that group in fact having been instrumental in making those
changes politically possible.”*

In both the Thibaudeau and Symes cases, the plaintiffs argued for more privileged
treatment from which only a very small group would benefit, an exception to the tax rules which
would have complicated their administration while making a larger community of taxpayers
relatively worse off. The more exceptions to the general tax rules allowed, the greater will be the
expenses incurred through tax expenditures, and the weaker the political will to resist other claims
for exemption. The more tax credits and deductions available to persons with the required
qualifications, the higher tax expenditures will be. As well, the greater will be the expenses
incurred in collection, to pay for the more intensive administration necessary to look at the details
of each particular case to ensure that the qualifications are met.

The Supreme Court has been subject to criticism for an alleged reluctance to uphold
Charter rights in the tax area, and tackle the /74 on Charter issues. Indeed the Court was
presented in the Symes case with the suggestion that it would be overshooting the purpose of the
Charter to subject the 774 to it, and that it would be best to defer to the legislatures with respect
to difficult economic questions. This was dismissed with the comment that the /74 was certainly
not insulated against all forms of Charter review. Since the Symes and Thibaudeau decisions, the
Supreme Court has codified the rules of statutory interpretation that apply to taxation statutes in

the Bon-Secours case, emphasizing purpose-based analysis of legislation in a way which one

% Ross Finnie, “An Evaluation of the Tax Changes in the Government’s Proposed Child-Support

Package”, Review of Family Law (4th), 18, 174.
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commentator says is rooted in the Carter Commission, which is said to provide “the authoritative
purposive vernacular for those charged with understanding the Income Tax Act.”**

An economist might nevertheless advance the point that given the interrelation of the
design of tax provisions in quite a precise way, demonstrable numerically and whose effects are
subject to numerical analysis, that a Charter challenge to a provision of the /74 requires an
economically informed judicial response. As Symes and Thibaudeau demonstrate, Charter
challenges are more likely to address the interests of one narrow group in a certain section of the
Act, and so may have an uneven or distorting effect on policy if they result in a response which
does not take into account the broader interests of the public at large.

As the ITA is designed as a whole, including the provisions designed to assist parents in
the support of their children, it only makes sease for provisions dealing with related areas to be
examined at the same time, to assist in pursuing the acknowledged public finance goal of
achieving horizontal equity in the generation of fiscal revenue. Unlike general written provisions
of the law in other areas, which may be balanced off against each other according to judicial
discretion, and can stand up to individual scrutiny, the individual provisions of the /74 cannot be
considered with the same degree of isolation, nor challenged on a Charter basis in isolation, but
must be considered in a way that takes into account all other relevant provisions with which they
were designed to interact. The /74 should be considered in its totality to a greater degree than
other legislation when an individual provision is questioned. Certainly these Charter challenges

promoted neither equity nor efficiency, and the arguments put forward in dissent do bring into

5% JE. (Ted) Fulcher, “The Income Tax Act, The Rules of Interpretation and Tax Avoidance.

Purpose vs. Plain Meaning: Which, When and Why?” The Canadian Bar Review, 74 (1995), 577.
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question the Supreme Court’s “competence to second guess government policies designed to
balance a broad range of social interests.”*

2.11 Working Singie Parent

In this situation, the other parent is held to be totally absent, so that maintenance is not
obtainable or even contemplated. Income is held in line with the rest of the examples at $50,000,
though it should be noted that in 1993 the average income for female lone parent families was
$22,621.% The working single parent is assumed to be purchasing child care and so can fully
deduct for child care expenses of $10,000, leaving taxable income at $40,000. After the basic
personal exemption, the “equivalent to spouse™ provision may be claimed, leaving an after tax
income of $42,702.08. This is around 13% more than the one-income family of four, although
this parent is supporting three rather than four people on it and in fact has the third highest
income per capita of the groups surveyed at $14,234.08. She or he will receive a Child Tax
Benefit of $1,336.08 calculated on a total income of $50,000. At this level of income, there is no
GST credit. The abolition of the inclusion/deduction provisions will have no effect on this

parent’s after-tax income.

% Lisa Philipps, “Tax Law: Equality Rights: Thibaudeau v. Canada” The Canadign Bar Review,
74 (1993), 674.
56 Statistics Canada Catalogue Number 13-208, 10.
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3.1 Summary of resuits of CanTax returns
From the CanTax experiment, it would appear that from a total income of

$50,000, after the addition of the CTB and GST credits, a married couple with one
income would have $37,968.21, a married couple with two incomes $45,622 91, the
divorced custodial parent working only in the home $26,488.28 and their non-custodial
ex-spouse $20,172.77 for a total income of $46,671.08, the divorced custodial parent
working outside the home receiving $35,653.92 and their ex-spouse $16,019.94 for a total
of $51,673.86. The single working parent receives $42,702.25.

All of these after-tax income amounts must go to support two adults and two
children under seven years of age, with the exception of the last income which supports
only one adult and two children. Considered without taking into account the costs of
working or maintaining two households, the tax burden is heaviest upon married couples
with one income, then the working single parent; next upon the married working couple,
after this upon the divorced couple with one income, and is lightest upon divorced
working parents.

The pattern that emerges indicates that the single greatest tax advantage, and so
the greatest tax expenditures, occur due to the income-splitting available to dual income
parents through the individual tax return, combined with the s. 56 provision ( whose
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benefit is to end in May 1997), which is accentuated by the CTB and GST calculated on

Many advantages are available to all married and common-law couples®’ ranging
from tax credits allowed for those individuals who support spouses™, to allowing
interspousal transfers of unused tax credits®, to allowing one spouse to deduct
contributions made to an RRSP for the benefit of another® . However the present
structure of tax deductions and credits, as revealed by the tax treatments illustrated on
Table 1, favours the double income couple, allowing them greater deductions than to a
couple with one income adding up to the same amount, but in fact allow the greatest
amount of after tax income to divorced parents where both are working. Despite the
objections raised to having the family as tax unit, having the individual as tax unit also
works against the interests of the one income family, which cannot take advantage of the
ability to file two tax returns.

The cross-section revealed by the CanTax experiment of after-tax income levels
including benefits, indicates that the taxation system at present favours the dual-income

57 All these benefits are available to common law couples, who are included in the /74
under the definition of spouse, which extends the meaning to include a person of the
opposite sex who is cohabiting in a conjugal relationship with a taxpayer and either
cohabited with the taxpayer throughout the preceding 12-month period, or is a parent of a
child of whom the taxpayer is also a parent. Recognition of common-law relationships
came about in family law to offer protection to individuals, again mostly women, whose
sacrifices and contributions to that relationship would otherwise have gone without
recognition or remedy upon its breakup. Legislation such as this was introduced to extend
the benefits traditionally accorded to marriage to women involved in informal
relationships.

% Income Tax Act, s. 118(1)(a).

* Ihid., s. 118.8.

 Ibid,, s. 146(5.1).
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couple not only through the income-splitting that filing two returns allows. Additional
benefits which will not extend to one-income families include the provision for a claim of
child care expenses up to $10,000; the ability of the spouse with the lower income to claim
a higher amount of Child Tax Benefit; and for both spouses to claim GST rebates, which a
one-income family at the same total income level does not receive at all. Another
significant long-term benefit is the greater capacity for RRSP investment available to two
income earners, where the one income earner can only make spousal RRSP contributions
up to the amount of his or her own RRSP contribution limit.

The CanTax experiment reveals that the tax system is not neutral in dealing with
the taxation of child support between families in the situations described. The Child Tax
Benefit®', which was implemented in January of 1993, replaced other subsidies to the
decision to have children, including the family allowance, the refundable child tax credit
and the credit for dependents under 18 years of age, thus tailoring the subsidy to those
deemed truly needy of it, having it phase out as the recipients’ income rises. The income-
splitting effects of the individual tax unit and of the inclusion/deduction provisions for
child support resulted in higher amounts of the CTB being received by custodial parents
than by any other group, with the one-income family receiving the least.

Under s. 63 of the /74, taxpayers are allowed the deduction of child care expenses,
but in 1995 were limited to the lesser of $3,000 for each child, or two-thirds of the
taxpayer’s earned income. The deduction is greater for each child under 7 years of age (as
assumed in the experiment) or for those with a severe and prolonged physical or mental

! Ibid., s. 122.6 - 122.64. It is delivered in non-taxable monthly payments.
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impairment, allowing $5,000 for 1993 and subsequent taxation years. As a deduction
from gross income, it is a tax advantage which will be of particular effect for higher
income levels, as it will not have the progressive effect of a tax credit calculated on net
taxable income. This provision is of assistance only to the two income parents and the
single parent.

Though not explicitly recognized as such, income-splitting was available under the
Canadian tax system to divorced or separated couples for monies spent on child support,
by allowing the deduction of alimony and maintenance payments under s. 60 of the ITA.
It was therefore available to all parents, together or divorced, except to married couples
dependent on one income, and to single parents who could not take advantage of any of
the provisions, which required a spouse or former spouse for eligibility. The experiment
conducted for this thesis, though somewhat simplified in its assumptions, indicates that
while on the face of it the majority of tax provisions seem to favour married couples, in
fact until the recent repeal of ss. 56 and 60, the greatest amount of after-tax income was
available to divorced parents where both work outside the home. Whether or not this
constitutes an incentive to divorce depends on whether the increased income available
exceeds the increased costs arising from the division of the family into two. The abolition
of the inclusion/deduction provisions will shift the tax advantage to double income families

who file two tax returns.
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3.2 Neutrality of taxation in the child care decision

The Carter Commission advocated that neutrality be a governing principle of the
income tax system’s design, directed towards the goal of maximizing the rate of increase
in the productivity of all Canadian resources, assuming that full employment is achieved.
Specifically,

“ The tax system should be neutral in the sense that, with explicitly specified
exceptions, it should be designed to bring about 8 minimum change in the allocation of
resources within the private sector of the economy relative to the allocation that would
take place in the absence of taxes. Such neutrality is desirable because, at least in the
present state of knowledge, the allocation of resources in response to free market forces
will in general give in the short run the best utilization of resources, and in the long run
the most satisfactory rate of increase in the output of the economy...

Where there are imperfections in the market mechanism, as the result of
uncertainty, immobility of factors of production, monopoly power, and so on, the tax
system should be used to change the allocation of resources to compensate for these
imperfections. However, the use of compensatory, non-neutral tax provisions is not
justified if other instruments could achieve the same results at a smaller total cost than
could tax provisions.™

In making this recommendation, the Commission did not foresee the degree of
overlap of the public economic and personal spheres that was to come about in the next
thirty years, but assumed an enduring division between the formal market economy and

(Ottawa: Queen’s Printer, 1966) in
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private family life. It relied on the existence of an unchanging social foundation of the
traditional family in stable, permanent marriage with one parent in the home and the other
the income earner.

The Commission did not foresee that the resources which would respond to free
market forces would include the women who now participate in the paid workforce before
and afier marriage. This social change, along with corresponding intellectual awareness of
it, no longer permits a defence of economic theory that simply uses the concept of
neutrality without going beyond it to explain the social benefit or disadvantage of the
behaviour which is marked out for policy favour, discouragement or indifference.

Canadian tax scholarship has been accused of assuming that “the legal reasonings
provided by the judiciary determine the outcome of cases, and that judicial decision-
making is neutral and largely autonomous” ® The tax system has as its primary goal the
payment of taxes to provide revenue for the government, and it requires that taxes be paid
on income for this purpose, but its policy function is not limited to that pursuit. Any
purposes beyond the raising of revenue must be justified, and must also conform to the
requirements of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms since its introduction in
1982.

Case precedent has established that the legal interpretation of tax law allows for
the recognition that income taxation may be used to attain certain policy objectives, and to

encourage behaviour of one sort or another.* Under the modern approach to

8 Berry F.C. Hsu, “The Politics in the Canadian Judicial Decision Making Process:
Economic Analysis of Tax Litigation,” Alberta Law Review, 32 (1994), 742.

84 Stubart Invis. Ltd. v. Her Majesty The Queen [1984] Canadian Tax Cages 294, 84
Dominion Tax Cases 6305 (S.C.C))
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interpretation of the /74, the words are to be read in their ordinary grammatical sense in
the whole context of the statute, including its underlying policy.** It is naive, or perhaps
willful blindness, for either judges or the commentators on their decisions to hide behind
the supposed neutrality of the tax system; the underlying policy of the provisions in
question must be explained and defended as well. The /74 is without doubt a policy
instrument, though one whose effectiveness is limited by the amount of income its targets
may have.

As a policy tool, the /74 is open to debate over what its functions should be,
beyond the collection of government revenue to fund the most basic and agreed upon
public goods. In the post world war period, it was accepted that the Canadian tax system
be structured progressively, and designed as efficiently as possible, in accordance with the
public finance principles of horizontal and vertical equity. For forty years these principles
were followed in the construction of an all-encompassing welfare state, in which the tax
system played no small part as the source of funds for social programs, and to some
degree as a vehicle for redistribution. More recently, conservative, neoclassical economic
thought has advanced a public policy perspective that would limit the redistributive
function, through greater emphasis on allowing individuals to maximize personal wealth
and freedom of choice by less taxation.- These fundamental beliefs as to what constitutes
the greatest public good are what will determine tax policy towards the parental decision

on how to provide child care.

% Amold et. al., Materials on Canadian Income Tax, 96
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As the above brief history of income taxation in Canada mentioned, income
taxation was instituted on the assumption that there was only one wage-earner in the
family, who was the father, and that the majority of wives worked in the home, providing
household services and childcare that did not enter the calculations of the circulating
economy. Marriage was expected to be lifelong and stable. Tax law was designed
accordingly, to cover the vast majority of cases. In the past three decades these
assumptions have been criticised and the empirical grounds for them undermined, as
women have moved into the workforce, as the long term stability of marriage has
evaporated and the divorce rate increased.

The course of legislative history in tax and family law shows considerable reaction
to this turbulent social change. Family law legislation has spent most of the past 30 years
after the introduction of no-fault divorce trying to develop adequate laws to provide for
the support and maintenance of the family after it has broken down, as well as acting to
protect the individuals involved in common law relationships when they have not sought
to avail themselves of the legal advantages of a marital relationship. Similarly, tax law has
altered its definition of spouse to include common law relationships, to extend the benefits
of marriage to couples or parents who have not married, and to address the financial
circumstances surrounding divorce. These changes have been primarily motivated to
protect the weaker party after marital breakdown, most often the custodial mother and
children, and have not considered the position of the stay-at-home spouse prior to
marriage other than to provide discouragement for doing so, in the way of tax incentives

to return to work.
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3.3 Thesis argument
This thesis seeks to address the intersection of the personal and economic

spheres in the decision of the secondary earner to provide child care unpaid in the
home, or to work outside the home to obtain 2 second income and purchase child
care. At present, the tax system provides certain tax advantages towards the
decision to marry, the decision to have children, and the decision to have both
parents work outside the home. It will be argued that the preseat system of tax
advantages does not present a consistent set of provisions in the range of benefits
allowed to parents raising children, and that instead it rewards one course of action
against another - working outside the home and purchasing child care against
providing unpaid child care in the home - to the detriment of the weakest party
involved, the stay at home pareat. And farthermore, it will be advanced that
policies should be implemented that would be neutral between the decision as to
how to provide child care, and which would act to protect the economic

vulnerability of the parent providing unpaid child care.

3.4 Equity
Questions of equity in the tax structure introduce the idea of justice, and the need
for public acceptance of the rules promulgated. The Carter Commission held that equity
should prevail over all other policy objectives, on the grounds that “ Unless the allocation
of the burden [of taxation] is generally accepted as fair, the social and political fabric of a
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country is weakened and can be destroyed.” “ The Commission held that in order to
determine horizontal and vertical equity two questions had to be answered: “What
personal circumstances should be recognized in allocating tax burdens among individuals
and families? By how much should tax burdens differ between those in one circumstance
relative to those in another?™*’

Horizontal equity requires that people in similar circumstances be treated similarly,
echoing the legal precept that justice is done by treating like cases alike. The two kinds of
equity are inseparable, and cannct be pursued independently. Again this pursuit was easier
when dealing with single income families. Even so, Oldman and Temple in 1960
maintained that tax policy decisions were not obvious: “ The initial question countries
have had to answer in approaching the allocation of tax burdens is whether or not the
characteristics of the marriage relationship are such that all married couples with the same
total incomes should pay approximately the same total tax.™*

Some tax theorists argue that provisions favouring one income couples should be
eliminated in the interests of horizontal equity - in other words that the spousal deduction
should no longer be available, as it “accentuates the unfairness present in the system from
the exclusion from tax of the value of household services, which is greater in the one

income couple.™ Others point out that the gradual reduction in the marital exemption,

“ Report of the Royal Commission on Taxation (Canada)”, in Penguin Modern
m__c_&em_lmbbs_mmed R.W. Houghton, 143.

“Oldmandeemple. “Comparative Analysis,” 596.
% Supranote8at42. MM



along with tax reductions, credits and the transferability of unused deductions impose high
marginal tax rates on the secondary worker of a married couple.™

All these assume the circumstances of couples with one income are similar enough
to those of couples with two incomes to warrant treatment as identical entities. This
argument is usually countered on the grounds that such provisions simply offset the
advantages of income splitting available to a two-income couple at the same income level,
because they file their tax returns as individuals, not as a household and so are able to
keep their income in lower tax brackets than were it taxed as an aggregate amount.

Vertical equity requires that people in different circumstances be treated
appropriately differently, and so deals with the varying distribution of the tax burden
across income levels, which in Canada is provided by progressive taxation rates and
compensated for by other social welfare mechanisms. In the experiment above, by holding
income constant across the family groups, and considering only the number of persons the
total income was meant to support, any differing circumstances and so considerations of
vertical equity were ignored to make the comparison of available after-tax income.

To construct an equitable tax system after the breakdown of the family over the
past three decades, it must now be asked in addition, what is the correct tax burden to be
imposed after marriage breakdown, especially when dependent children are involved? Are
all parents with dependent children to be treated neutrally by the tax system? Or do
different consumption patterns for working and divorced families legitimize differential tax

™ Samuel A. Rea, Jr., “Taxes, Transfers and the Family,” University of Toronto Law
Journal, 326-328.
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treatment? How should different arrangements of families with dependent children be
taxed?

Those people setting tax policy now must decide what is equitable across a range
of situations where there may be one or two income-earners, each making varying
amounts. They must do so in such a way as to assist in the support of dependent children
and possibly a dependent spouse, but also to assist the family where both spouses work,
and the divorced family where two households are being maintained in such a way as to
support the custodial spouse.

The differences in circumstances which resulted in the variation in after-tax income
in the above analysis, such as number of households to support, number of income
earners, and child care expenses, are important and instructive elements which must be
considered. It is in a way disingenuous to treat all these families as identical, given such
significant differences that would mean a great deal to each household’s annual cost of
living. If ability to pay is considered as the determining factor in setting taxation levels
and advantages, then it is indeed proper to take into account whether or not the $50,000
total income must be spent on one rent or mortgage or two, or on child care costs into the
thousands.

In which case, the tax system may be structured equitably when it allows around
20% more after-tax income to dual-income families for the additional costs of child care,
which no doubt are the greatest additional cost to having both parents work. And it may
be equitable to allow 30% more after-tax income to divorced and separated parents to
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take into account the cost of running two households. But this additional income will only
be available to divorced and separated parents where the custodial parent works.

As Table 2 reveals, the divorced custodial parent who is not employed outside the
home and who is entirely dependent on the non-custodial parent for support will now have
to be paid out of the latter’s after-tax income. With the CTB and GST credit added, their
aggregate total income with benefits have been reduced to only 4.43% more than the one
income family’s, despite the need to support two households from it, where before the
abolition of the inclusion/deduction provisions they had 22.92% more in aggregate total
income.

The CanTax experiment revealed that the tax system has been structured to
provide advantages to double income parents, and until the abolition of the
inclusion/deduction provisions, for separated and divorced parents as well. It is for
custodial parents with little or no income that the end result of the Thibaudeau case will
have the greatest ill effect, where the tax system’s systemic bias in favour of dual income
parents will work against them. It is a sad irony that in the 7hibaudeau case, the federal
government could have been more vociferous in defence of the impugned provisions, but
they were on politically shaky ground, as public support was on the side of Mme.
Thibaudeau, generally decrying the injustice of the sections. In fact the provisions gave a
tax advantage to the majority of the group to whom they applied, and their abolition will
be a corresponding loss. Even a commentator who opposed the concepts behind the
provisions conceded that:
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“At low and middle income levels, both the fathers as payers and the mothers as
recipients may need the tax benefit in order to provide for their children and themselves, as
a result of their increased post separation costs. It is arguable that neither group can
afford the losses resulting from complete removal of the present tax benefit now extended
to payers or the continuation of complete taxation in the hands of the recipients.”™

There are conflicting bodies of thought on the idea that taxation should be based
very simply on ability to pay. There is also the point of view that policy should look
beyond ability to pay, and to take into account the incentives to certain forms of behaviour
that tax advantages may exert before enacting any provisions. According to this vantage
point, it may be undesirable to provide tax advantages to undesirable social behaviour such
as divorce, or at least to strictly limit the tax advantages so that they cover only the
increased costs of running two households and do not become an incentive in themselves.

Certainly, the CanTax experiment provides an illustration of the cost of separated
or divorced families in tax expenditures to the government, aside from any other costs
which arise in the form of higher expenses of the family law system, and not taking into
account the social costs of family breakdown. These situations of high tax expenditure are
also those which reveal the phenomenon of the feminization of poverty, as the custodial
parent is most often the mother. If a tax system is desired which encourages the stability

of marriage as a social institution by lightening its financial pressures, it is questionable

™ E. Diane Pask, “Canadian Family Law and Social Policy: A New Generation,” Houston
Law Review, 3, footnotes 49 and SO.



why income-splitting was available to divorced couples and to married couples with two
incomes, but not to married couples with one income.”

The Canadian tax system will have achieved greater horizontal equity in this
respect by the abolition of the income-splitting effect of the inclusion/deduction
provisions, though as explained at the particular expense of those divorced custodial
parents who are largely dependent on non-custodial parents. The situation of the single
working parent still remains largely unaddressed, as they get little assistance from any of
the ITA provisions apart from the Child Tax Benefit. This would appear to be a
continuing violation of the principle of equity, if one does not take into account the social
services available from other sources to single working parents. As pointed out by
Stephen Rea, the use of tax credits promotes vertical equity only - the transfer of income
from higher income to lower income families with children; tax deductions are a more
suitable tool for promotion of horizontal equity, treating families of equivalent numbers
and income the same™ , and the two policy objectives may conflict.

™ As an example of the incentive effects of social legislation being attacked for having
good intentions but undesirable consequences, take for instance the recent debate in the
United States over the incentive effects of the Aid to Families with Dependent Children
(AFDC) program. Originally aimed at relieving the financial difficulties of widowed
mothers with small children, it became the vehicle for support of young single mothers and
their children, in numbers described by U.S. Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan as
amounting to 1.1 million in Washington, D.C. alone. This legislation was accused of
becoming the motive behind many of these cases of single motherhood in order to obtain
its benefits, leading to the severe modifications of the 1996 Federal welfare bill, which
limited families to 2 maximum of five years on welfare when the average ‘stay’ is thirteen
years. This was a positive program of benefits however, which might be distinguished
ﬁ'omastrucmreoftaxmcenhveswhlchreqmremoometotakeadvantageof

® Rea, “Taxes, Transfers,” 332.
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There presently exist a divergence of views as to which economic decision
produces the greater public good; to have a system of taxation which encourages the
presence of both spouses in the paid workplace, and to leave childcare in the hands of a
paid professionals, or to subsidize spouses who remain providing childcare unpaid in the
home. This lack of social consensus has had a strong effect on the development of public
policy.

The economic argument has long been advanced that the performance of
household services by a non-working spouse is a form of imputed income which they
receive untaxed, whereas the two-income couple must purchase these services in the
market with after-tax income. The theory of imputed income also assumes that the couple
who both work outside the home have additional costs for transport, clothes but most of
all child care. The policy conclusion has been that any tax treatment favouring one income
couples should therefore be eliminated, to increase horizontal equity and reduce to a
minimum the disincentive to work outside the home, which such favourable treatment
places on the secondary worker (almost always the woman) by raising opportunity

costs.™

The present child care expenses deduction, which is restricted to the use of parents
who are working, studying or doing research, was designed according to this economic
logic. Notably, some economists have been of the opinion that the never-ending nature

and extent of measuring imputed income made it impossible to estimate fairly, and so

™ Ibid, 42.



rejected the idea that couples relying on one income were particularly better off than
couples relying on two incomes,” or at least held that the difficulties of estimating it were
insurmountable. The Carter Commission was also of this view. The finite hours and
easily estimated costs of paid child care might be easier to impute income from than other
household services, however.

Perhaps the strongest policy pressures have been from academics and tax
commentators arguing for greater if not absolute neutrality in taxation bearing upon the
decision to marry, and for incentives to enable the secondary eamer to join the workforce.
Critics, especially those writing from a feminist perspective, assert that the tax system’s
assumptions are now outdated and discriminatory to women by discouraging wives as
secondary workers from seeking employment, and by favouring marriage at all.”® Even if
it is recognized that horizontal equity is offended by not taxing family units of equal
income similarly, preferring those with more than one earner, the argument is advanced
that equity should yield to the temporary policy goal of equalization of women in the
social and economic spheres, “even to the extent of discriminating against one part of the
disadvantaged group, in this case, women who form part of one-earner family units.””

From a feminist perspective, there are multiple reasons to encourage women to
work outside the home; most of all to lessen the risk of dependency on men, but also to

encourage their rate of saving which is ordinarily so disparate from men’s, to prevent later

™ , Mclntyre and Oldman, “Taxation of the Family,” 1587-1588.
Eg MaureenAMaloney, “WomenandthelncomeTaxAct Marriage, Motherhood,

7 Jack R. London, ‘”l'helmpactofChangmgPemepnomofSocmlEquxtyonTaxPohq
The Marital Tax Unit,” Osgoode Hall Law Journal, 26:2 [1988], 294.
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dependence on the state, and to enhance their ability to be self-sufficient. The
recommended course of action is that “(f)iscal policy that favours and facilitates the
emerging economic independence of women who eamn income is to be given primacy of
place.”™ |

The reasons behind this policy pressure arise from concern about the vulnerability
women expose themselves to in marrying, when “(s)ex-based inequality in the economic
impact of divorce has been has been shown to arise from the sharing of distinct roles and
functions within the family”™ such that “marriage and child care has statistically
shown...to almost result in a rebuttable presumption of economic disadvantage where
childraising is concerned.”® For the same reasons, advocates from the child care lobby
aim at avoiding the further privatization of child care, at increasing the number of public
non-profit child care spaces and enhancing the role of the state in child care, and so
oppose further private tax relief*'

The possibility of later economic weakness, among other aspects of traditional
womanhood to which they object, leads some feminist commentators to go so far as to
conclude that distinct roles and functions are to be discouraged entirely, and that both
spouses should be encouraged to work outside the home and purchase child care
accordingly, as part of a much broader move to “deprivatize and ‘defamiliaze’ [sic] not

™ Ibid, 303.

® E. Diane Pask, “Canadian Family Law,” 499.

% Ibid. See also Nitya Duclos, “Breaking the Dependency Circle: The Family Law Act
Reconsidered,” University of Toronto Faculty of Law Review, 45 (Spring 1987), 3

! CF.L. Young, “Child Care and The Charter: Privileging the Privileged,” Review of
Constitytional Studies, 2 (1994), 34-35.
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just the tax trestment of child support but the social benefits and entitiements of women
and children more generally” ©

This argument forms part of an ideological perspective which at one extreme
questions the existence of masculine and feminine roles other than as social constructs,
and which has a wider agenda of countering policies which they consider involve
“perpetuation of beliefs about sex identity, legitimating the sexual division of labour,
current ideals of femininity, and women’s subordinate position in society as a whole.”®
Ostensibly this is done to protect women from the disadvantages of traditional
heterosexual relationships. In economic terms, it translates into a tax and social policy
structure which encourages both parents to work, with a paid child care worker looking
after their children, ideally funded by the state. This showing up statistically as higher

GDP, as a larger workforce, and as greater disposable income in the economy.

Were a government-funded, universal child care system actually put in place as
advocated, the contrast between the tax treatment of two income and one income parents
would become even more pronounced. Because of their belief that the overriding policy
priority must be to facilitate women’s equality with men through economic independence,
members of the child care lobby and others who wish to see such a system in place are

* Phillipps and Young, “Sex and the Charter,” 226.

B Ibid, pp.250-251. See also the approach of Judith E. Grbich in “The Tax Unit Debate

Rewslted Notes ontheCntlcalRaourmof a Feminist Revenue Law Scholarship,”
anadian Jor nd the Law. 4 (1990-91), 512-538.
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generally opposed to further tax relief to individual parents, or “privatization™ of child
care, in favour of a greater role for the state.

To implement such a system under the present tax structure would result ina
policy valuing paid child care over unpaid. The emphasis on economic independence
results in an extremely materialistic policy approach, which considers paid child care a
greater social good than the same work done by a stay-at-home parent, simply because it
is paid. Such policies act against the interests of those they are purportedly assisting, by
leaving the stay-at-home parent in a relatively more vulnerable position, especially the
divorced stay-at-home parent after the abolition of the inclusion/deduction provisions, as
the CanTax experiment shows.

If those who hold themselves out as representing the interests of women truly
have the interests of all women at heart, they would not support policies which act against
the weakest of the group they are avowedly helping, but would support policies
specifically designed to assist those spouses who choose to make the altruistic sacrifice of
employment and its benefits to provide child care in the home. At the very least, they
should support policy measures which would be neutral between the decision to take the
latter course, or to take paid employment. Otherwise, the same social contribution - child
care - is only recognized and encouraged by public policy when entered into as a paid
child care worker, and discouraged when done as a parent.
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The problem with policies favouring dual income couples in order to foster the
economic independence of women above all other policy goals, is that they act against the
interests of those spouses, who may very well be women, who choose nevertheless to
make the economic sacrifice of forsaking employment in order to provide childcare in the
home.

The argument has been made that from sn efficiency point of view, the tax free
status of child care in the home induces too much home production relative to market
production, and that child care expenses should be deductible if the wish is to offset this
effect.** An additional feminist objection is that this reinforces that traditional economic
dependence of women on men.*® This begs the question however; what if parents
consider the primary reason for their employment to be able to raise and support a family,
in which they would prefer to have one parent provide child care in the home? Who
decides whether there is too much home production relative to market production? What
if the purpose behind market production in the first place is to enable more home
production? This is where parental preferences should prevail.

There are likely class differences in the priority put on employment and the reasons
and satisfactions derived from it. People from higher socio-economic levels are more likely
to put greater emphasis on the status and satisfaction derived from what they consider a
career, and correspondingly hold persons who attain status in this area in greater esteem

than those who do not. Whereas people workina at a lower socio-economic level, at

%% Rea, “Taxes, Transfers,” 332-333.
5 Maloney, “ Women and the Income Tax Act,” 193.
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lower paying jobs, may be more prone to consider work as a means to external ends, and
not expect that it be intrinsically satisfying, instead seeing it primarily as a way to support
their family. Given that the first group is likely to have a stronger political voice, and that
the authors of government policy are likely to share their perspective, their expectations
are more likely to be reflected in government policy.

Whether done from a desire for the heightened level of interest and intensity shown
in the children when the caregiver is a parent rather than a paid child care worker, or to
fulfill the parent’s own desire to carry out their maternal or paternal role full time, the
parental decision to have one spouse provide childcare in the home is at least as valid and
worthy of public support as the decision of the secondary earner to enter the paid
workforce. It should be respected as altruistic, volunteer behaviour done for
understandable reasons, and the parent sacrificing employment to provide care is
deserving of consideration in the design of the tax system.

To implement this consideration places those individuals responsible for
formulating tax policy on the homs of a dilemma. So far, the tax structure has impliedly
recognized imputed income for work done in the home (ignoring the Carter Commission’s
belief that it is too difficult to evaluate). It does so because a progressive tax system
results in the married couple with one income being taxed more than the couple with two
incomes adding up to the same amount, in spite of their additional advantages in the form
of the child care deduction, and of some degree of income-splitting. Those who argue
that the tax system should do precisely this in order to encourage the presence of both
spouses in the workforce have obviously been the determining influence in policy-making.
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But this is punitive of those parents who decide to provide child care in the home and who
in doing so forsake the economic protection of continued employment of one spouse.

Though most tax theorists recognize the imputed worth of the work done in the
home, the opportunity cost of the lost employment to the stay at home spouse is not taken
into account in the tax system at present. The literature on the subject is dominated by
those who emphasize the economic independence of women at all costs. Accordingly, the
childcare expense deduction is largely seen as a form of recompense for household
services which must be purchased rather than provided for in the home, and at the same
time a form of recognition of homemakers’ services as imputed income.

This is at the very least ironic, as the practical result of recognizing home child
care as imputed income is to impose higher taxation where there is less ability to pay. The
one income family has one income eamner supporting three dependents; the two income
family has two earners supporting two dependents. This is an important difference. The
result is as the CanTax experiment demonstrated; one-income families go home with the
least after-tax income, and so render the stay at home spouse even more economically
dependent on the working spouse (in most cases the busband), entirely contrary to the
proclaimed goals of modern policy.

The concerns expressed by commentators about the economic disadvantage arising
from providing home child care during marriage and leaving the labour force are entirely

valid. There is a problem in the erosion of the economic position, of the bargaining power
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as an economic agent, of the stay at home parent. The education, training, and work
experience of the stay at home spouse stales; the loss of seniority and present income
diminishes their ability to find better paying jobs and to accumulate income and savings.

The longer they remain out of the labour force, the more dependent they become
on the income earning spouse, not just for present support but even more for future
income and pension. Interminable debate in the family law courts has attempted to
address this very issue, of estimating the lost income opportunities to spouses who
remained in the home over varying periods of time and who are facing divorce and the
prospect of self-sufficiency,” in order to determine the amount of compensation for the
“unjust enrichment” gained by the income-earner who benefited from the housekeeping
and child care provided while they gained experience and seniority in their workplace.
One study of forty-four reported decisions since 1992 found that “most courts calculate
the post-divorce loss of income suffered by a spouse arising from care for the children and
will normally require payment of spousal support equal to half of this value™’ in order to
share the cost equally between the parents.

The policies advocated by those who wish to promote the economic independence

of women do nothing to shore up the economic position during marriage of those who

% See especially Alfred A. Mamo, “Taxes, What Taxes?- Should the Court Discount
Future Economic Loss Projections for Notional Taxes?”” Canadian Family Law Quarterly,
10, 299, and Carol J. Rogerson, “Judicial Interpretation of the Spousal Support Provisions
of the Divorce Act, 1985,” Advocstes’ Quarterly, 12, 31, detailing attempts of family law
courts across the country to calculate the lost income and opportunities to wives of
divorcing couples over the period of the marriage, in order to calculate spousal support
amounts.

¥ Christopher J. Bruce, A Contractua

Upon Divoree (unpublished), cltedeask,“CmadunFamilyLaw footnote 24,
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choose to stay at home to raise their children; as the end result of the Thibaudeau case has
shown, they do even less for those who wish to stay at home with their children after
marital breakdown. The result is inequities between the situation of one income and two
income families, illustrated by the difference in after-tax income shown in the CanTax
experiment. As noted above, some commentators are prepared to accept this as the price
of making women independent.

The inconsistency in their policy approach becomes evident when they
acknowledge that in the event of marital breakdown, it is the stay-at-home spouse who
will bear the brunt of the resulting economic disadvantage, but still advocate further
measures to reward dual income families, rather than measures which would provide more
economic security within marriage. After a review of 267 cases dealing with child and/or
spousal support, Carol Rogerson concluded that given the courts’ foremost emphasis on
promoting the self-sufficiency of the spouses after divorce, the group suffering most under
support legislation ..are “younger women whose marriages break down when they are in
their 30°s or 40’s, who had reduced or ceased their participation in the labour force during
the marriage, and who are often left with the post-divorce responsibility for the care of
children.”*® An additional problem is that the courts’ notion of self-sufficiency is reached
at a very low level, which does not take into account the costs of supporting children nor
the opportunity cost of having forsaken employment to look after them.®

The extent of the disadvantage is compounded when one considers not just the
present income forsaken by that parent, but also all the future benefits made possible by

* Rogerson, “Judicial Interpretation,” 385.
® Ihid.
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paid employment. As Pask puts it, “the noneconomic advantage of well brought-up
children hardly compensates for the economic dissdvantage of lost job skills, self-
confidence, or inadequate curriculum vitse.”™ All but the stay at home spouse will be
direct beneficiaries of the unemployment system and the Canada Pension Plan. The stay-at
home spouse will also have forsaken years of opportunity to invest in RRSPs, so that even
though a share of the other spouse’s RRSPs may be received upon divorce, it will not
amount to the same advantage as that gained by having worked those same years.

The taxback of the marital exemption as the dependent spouse becomes a
secondary earner has been cited as an instance of high rates (from the spouse’s income tax
rate) acting as a disincentive to return to work.” In fict, the break-even point for the
secondary earner with children returning to the workforce will be the amount of child care
costs. A child may add anywhere from 12% to 34% to family expenses, according to one
calculation.”? Acting as a rational economic agent, the stay at home spouse will not
return to employment unless he or she is likely to make considerably more than that
amount, though the additional long-term benefits of gaining work experience and
seniority, and of contributing to the CPP and to an RRSP provide considerable incentive

beyond that.

% pask , “Canadian Family Law.”
9 Rea, “Taxes, Transfers,” 327.
2 Ibid., p. 331.
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ThearMndvamedbytthskmthmpponinsomeecononﬁc
literature, in the area of the incentive effect of taxation structures on economic agents’
decision-making. Where neutrality is adhered to in order to ensure that peoples’ economic
decisions will not be influenced by the presence of a tax, incentives encourage certain
economic behaviour through the use of tax advantages unavailable to other taxpayers.
They are implemented on grounds decided outside the economic framework, most broadly
speaking that the results of the encouraged behaviour are socially desirable and so a
legitimate distortion of neutrality.

It may seem unrealistic to suggest that a couple would make the decision to marry,
or to divorce, or to work, solely on tax grounds. Nevertheless the economic literature on
divorce stresses that divorce will be encouraged if there is a net gain to both parties, for
instance if the tax saving from separation and divorce exceeds the increased cost of living
in two households.” For rational economic agents prior to the abolition of the
inclusion/deduction provisions, the incentives in the Canadian tax system were structured
to reward dual employment and divorce; they now reward dual employment.

The notion that tax levels could affect decisions such as how may children to have
and how to raise them did not have much credibility in 1960, when influential tax
commentators Oliver Oldman and Ralph Temple (whose work greatly influenced the
Carter Commission) were of the opinion that “tax considerations are with rare exceptions

of minor importance in the making of decisions to marry or bear children”®. However, if

% Ibid., p. 335.
% Oldman and Temple, “Comparstive Analysis.” 602.
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one accepts the assumptions of economists such as Gary Becker” that parents are rational
economic agents who will take expected income levels, taxation levels and cost of raising
children into account in deciding what their legal relstionship is to be with the other
parent, or the extent to which household and childcare services will be purchased or
provided unpaid within the home, the treatment the tax system accords parents of varying
marital circumstances in the support of their children becomes very important. As
Maureen Maloney put it, “From a social perspective it seems ironic that a society which
chooses through its Income Tax Act to appear neutral in the decision to marry should
subsidize and accordingly encourage divorce, although admittedly it is unlikely that
income tax implications will affect decisions to divorce.”*

A generation of economic scholarship applied to demographics has since then
provided a body of research indicating that taxation may strongly influence the workforce
parﬁcipgﬁonmeandthefuﬁﬁtymethmughitseﬁ'ectontheincomeofmarﬁed
women.”” While it may be more difficult intuitively to agree that the level of taxes will
dictate how many children a family will have, it is perhaps easier to accept that the
taxation level may help determine whether the one parent provides child care in the home,
or earns a second income and purchases child care.

% Author of among other works A Treatise on the Family (Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 1981).

% Maloney, “Women and the Income Tax Act,” 208.

7 Starting with the seminal work by Gary Becker in his book A Treatise on the Family,
surveyed in Yoram Ben-Porath, “Economics and the Family - Match or Mismatch? A

Review of Becker’s A Trestise on the Family,” Journal of Economic Literature, 20
(March 1982), 52.
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Though some of the literature recognizes that one of the most important costs of
raising children, estimated at 40% of their cost, is the market wages forgone by a parent,
usually the mother,” on the whole there appears to be little appreciation of the
opportunity cost to the parent in the home. In spite of this, Gary Becker in contemplating
the demand for children points out that the number of children a family will have is
strongly negatively related to the wage rate or other measures of the value of time of
wives, and is more often positively than negatively related to the wage rate or earnings of
husbands.” |

He argues that such incentives may have effect in the most personal spheres, such
as the decision to have children and to work outside the home. Considering childrenas a
commodity, the demand for which depends on their price relative to the price of all other
commodities, he proposes that the relative cost of children is significantly affected by
changes in the value of the time of married women, because the cost of the mother’s time
is a major part of the total cost of producing and rearing children.'” Furthermore, he
posits that the demand for children will depend on the desired quality, measured by the
level of schooling, so that an increase in quality means a higher cost for each child, and an
increase in quantity raises the cost of adding to the quality of each child, as more children
would be affected. The end result is that moderate initial increases in the initial price of
children could explain both the large declines in festility and the large increases in quality.

% Rea, “Taxes, Transfers,” 334.
% Becker, “Treatise on the Family,” 98.
1% Ibid.
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Economic development can also affect fertility and the quality of children, Becker
argued, because rates of return on investments in education and other human capital
increase. Combined with a rise in income, which can reduce fertility through the
interaction with quality, there can be significant effects on fertility even when the true
income elasticity of demand for children is positive and sizable. '*! If that is the case, then
tax provisions which provide greater incentives for the secondary eamner, most often the
mother, to work outside the home means that there will be a greater return from
employment and so make children relatively more costly. Tax provisions which were
neutral between the decision to provide child care inside or outside the home would
slightly decrease the cost of having children to parents in both one-income and two-

income families.

3.10 The nature of children a3 economic entities

Though it may have considerable explanatory power by linking the increasing
earning power of women in developed countries over the last 100 years to the increase in
labour force participation of married women and the large decline in fertility, the argument
that children are a form of commodity has certain drawbacks.

The treatment of a family with dependents will differ according to whether public
policy considers having children to be discouraged, tolerated neutrally or encouraged.
Considering children to be merely a matter of their parents’ consumption decisions,
without external social effects or benefits, leads to the present policy situation which is

9 1bid., 112.
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structured to prefer the presence of both parents in the workforce and child care
purchased outside the home.

This will be reflected in higher figures in employment and GDP; but as well as
weakening the economic situation of those who choose to provide child care in the home,
it raises the opportunity cost of having children, and results in uneven policy results across
different federal government departments. Take for example the inconsistency between
having an immigration policy whose numbers are dictated by the low Canadian birthrate,
which has been below replacement since the early seventies, or federal social programs
whose future operations are jeopardized by the same, while at the same time having a tax
system which does not attempt to ease the financial burden of having and raising children.

Children are definitely an expense to parents, but surely a unique one. To
characterize them as commodities, which sounds as if they are on the same level as tea,
coffee and raw jute, takes rather extreme a materialist approach to analysis. Furthermore it
is an inaccurate one. True commodities are raw materials, primary products, consumed in
the production of some other entity or refined to be consumed themselves. (To be fair, the
commodity theory was later revised: “Becker’s more recent work on altruism, in which
children’s utility or income appears in the parental utility function, relieves this theory of
the imperfect analogy between children and durable consumer goods.”)'®

A child is an end in itself, with characteristics entirely apart from the satisfaction he
or she may bring to his or her parents. A more precise description in economic terms
might posit them as another consumer from birth, and thereafter as raw material in the

192 Ben-Porath, “Economics and the Family,” 59.
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process of production of their aduit selves. Sooner or later they will be a member of the
labour force as well, and the quality of human capital that they provide may be closely
related to the caliber of upbringing that they have received.

The returns to parents from children are now intrinsic rather than monetary.
Though there may remain some economic safeguard in having children to look after you in
old age, this is not the primary reason advanced for having them, as it is now commonly
assumed that individuals will work to provide themselves with income and savings to
support themselves during their adult lives, and to avoid being a financial burden to the
next generation. Children are more accurately described in an economic sense as an
investment in human capital by their parents at considerable personal expense, for little or
no economic return to themselves but to considerable benefit to the general public, by
providing both a consumer and producer/ worker for the next generation. Some have
gone so far to suggest that children be treated as a tax-free contribution to the national
good. In contrast, the situation of the stay-at-home spouse is one of erosion of
marketable human capital, and the gradual transformation into someone dependent on the
income-earner.

All the more reason that the tax system should make allowances for those parents
who decide to accept the opportunity cost of foregoing one income and the resulting
economic insecurity in order to provide child care and other household services in the
home. By eliminating the inclusion/deduction provisions, an advantage available only to
the separated and divorced has been removed and so the playing field of child support
somewhat levelled. It would have been more generous to the child-supporting taxpayer if
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income-splitting had been instead extended to include all parents, regardless of the state of

3.11 Propoesed policy solutions
Making the tax system neutral as to the decision to provide child care in the home,

through the extension of some form of tax advantage for child care whether provided in
the home, or in the form of child care expenses when both parents are employed, would
allow parental preferences to prevail in the child care decision while providing greater
economic protection to the stay at home spouse.

Ideally, any tax relief provided for child care in the home should be tied to the
spouse providing the care, in order to provide some form of protection against their
weakening economic situation. A suitable means for this might be to allow an RRSP
amount beyond the RRSP contribution limit of the working spouse and equal to the child
care expenses deduction, to be made out in the name of the stay at home spouse. To the
extent that that provision is not used, a deferred RRSP could be created in the name of the
stay at home spouse, for use upon their return to the workforce. Should universal child
care be introduced, the most equitable way to implement it would be through the use of a
tax credit or voucher, which could be directed towards the child care worker of the
parents’ choice, be it an institution or a family member, including the parent or a near
relative.

Another possibility would be to allow the child care expense deduction to be paid

to the stay at home parent, or to a close family member, as a form of income splitting of
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greater benefit to lower income families who would be less able to take advantage of the
RRSP provisions.'” The drawback would be that though these payments would free up
more after-tax income to support family members during marriage, there would not be the
same long term protection of the stay-at-home spouse’s economic position whether inside
or outside the marital unit.

In the debate over taxation of families, it does not appear to be generally grasped
that one income families have one source of support and three dependents, whereas two
income families have two sources of support and only two dependents. This is indirectly
acknowledged in the /74, in that the spousal exemption may be used by a single custodial
parent as a dependent’s exemption for one of the children. Ideally this should be more
explicitly taken into account in the design of the tax system. Tax provisions which
recognize responsibility for the support of children, whether for custodial or non-custodial
parents, do make sense on the grounds of ability to pay. Stephen Rea points out that if tax
and transfer policies are based on need, then they must reflect family composition as well
as income, if needs are affected by family size.'* He also finds using equivalence scales
that “the existing Canadian tax system provides far less tax relief to those with a child than
would be necessary to restore the consumption of the parents, particularly at higher
income levels.”'"

Though the likelihood of introducing the family as the unit of taxation is remote, a
concept such as the household makes sense if ability to pay is to be the determining factor.

19 I am indebted to Professor Alvin Esau for bringing up this point.
104 Rea, “Taxes, Transfers,” 315.
195 Ibid, 331.



The French tax system offers a model for income-splitting, which divides up total family
income into a number of “parts” according to the number of persons in the family, applies
the individual tax rate to each part and demands payment of the aggregate tax.'® It
would result in the most equitable tax system to aggregate household income and divide it
amongst the number of dependents, of which the stay at home spouse would constitute
one. This tax structure could still allow the added RRSP contribution/deferral as earlier
suggested, to continue to provide a degree of economic security to the stay-at home

Critics may argue that to institute the proposed provisions would induce a false
sense of security, and perpetuate the phenomenon of women staying home to raise their
children only to end up with very little ability to support themselves should the marriage
end years later, when it would be practically impossible for them to earn income levels
with which they could take advantage of the RRSPs. The answer to this lies in the family
law system, which should properly regard women having made this sacrifice as permanent
dependents of their former spouse. Unfortunately, this has not been the pattern; the courts
have chosen to follow other approaches, such as the need for a “clean break™ between the
former spouses, and the need for self-sufficiency on the part of the lower-eaming

107

spouse

1% Dulude, “Taxation of Spouses,” 71.
197 As described by Mamo in “Taxes, What Taxes”, and Rogerson in “Judicial
Interpretation”, cited above.

85



More recently there has been debate over a move towards the “human capital”
model, which does much more to protect the sacrifice of the stay-at-home spouse. As
described by Mamo, this mode! “recognizes the fact that in most marriages, the fusion of
the human resources of the spouses has long-term, if not permanent, economic
consequences and as such the “lump sum clean break” approach is neither possible nor
practical. The most valuable asset that most families possess is the actualization of a
person’s capacity to earn income and there is no practical or realistic way to divide that
asset except for the ongoing participation by the spouses in the splitting of that
income.”"® For the moment, the courts’ emphasis remains on seif-sufficiency, rather than
the financial consequences of child care.'”

A tax system neutral between the decision of the secondary eamer to provide child
care in the home vis-i-vis purchasing it, would no doubt be strongly objected to as
encouraging women to place themselves in this historically vulnerable position. However,
this might not occur as often as anticipated, for the same reason why providing tax
advantages to the stay at home parent would not likely result in that many spouses taking
advantage of its provisions after the return of their youngest child to school.

As long as potential income exceeds child care costs by a significant amount, it is
unlikely that the stay at home parent will provide child care in the home for long after the
youngest child is enrolled in school full time. The opportunity cost from staying in the
home, even with the added economic protection of the proposed RRSP benefits, would

198 Mamo, “Taxes, What Taxes,” 310-311.

199 Rogerson, “Judicial Interpretation,” 397. See also Ellen Zweibel, “Child Support
Policy and Child Support Guidelines: Broadening the Agenda,” Canadian Journal of
Women and the Law, 6 (1993), 377.
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not likely exceed the gains from external employment. Also it seems unlikely that the
secondary eamner would seek work outside the home if the prospective income didn’t
exceed whatever the increased costs were that it resulted in - clothing, transport, residual
childcare and housekeeping.

1t should not be forgotten that in a climate of economic uncertainty, general job
instability makes two incomes more attractive: to spread the risk of job loss, and to make
greater efforts to procure long term economic safety, by having both parents employed.
In the situation here described, it may be that the only women who choose to stay at home
to provide child care are those whose husbands are wealthy enough to allow them to do
so, or those whose income would be so low that it barely covers the cost of child care and
isn’t considered worthwhile. Furthermore, parents who wish to have one spouse remain at
home with the children will want to be as certain as possible of their sole income; in cases
where the mother has the more reliable or greater income, the decision may well be made
that the father stay at home with the children.

Given the scale of the movement of women into the workforce over the past thirty
years, it is entirely arguable that their presence there is now the norm. The post war
increase in the Iabour force participation rate by women has primarily been made up by
women with children at home."® In 1990, 71% of couples with children aged 18 or
younger in the house-hold were dual-eamers, with both parents having some employment

outside the home, if not full time employment.""! Today it is more accurate to assume

1% From Statistics Canada - Catalogue 75-001E, in Penny Basset, Perspectives (Summer
1994), 37.

! Erom Statistics Canada - Catalogue 75-001E, in Katherine Marshall, Perspectives
(Autumn 1993), 23.
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that both parents work, with the result that, put another way, “the most significant
economic consequences of marriage generally flow from the birth of children rather than
from marriage itself ”''? If the income that would be given up is much grester than the
cost of child care, the influence of tax incentives on the child care decision may be
marginal.

Should the state act to protect the altruistic, economic sacrifice of the stay at home
parent if that is their decision, given the overwhelming incentives to work, the most likely
result would be merely a temporary interfude in a working life of several decades, until the
youngest child is in school full time. For women leaving “mid-length marriages,” a policy
arrangement such as the RRSP provisions proposed could be of real assistance upon their
return to the workforce, as they would have a long enough period of employment ahead of
them to take advantage of them. For women leaving very long marriages in which they
have never worked outside the home, the courts are apparently more sensitive to their
inability to become self-sufficient and make awards with a greater degree of sensitivity,
though the amount of spousal support may still be questionably low.'"

The theory of imputed income provided a more accurate reflection of the real
situation when women’s incomes outside the home were low or negligible. It would have
been a lower opportunity cost to provide child care in the home, and less income forsaken
by doing so. The most important part of Becker’s thesis for the child care decision is the
effect he predicts of the higher income levels now reached by women. His work suggests
that even a relatively small incentive may make an important difference in decisions made

12 Rogerson, “Judicial Interpretation,” 390.
' Ibid., 400.



at the margin; that any rule which affects the relative costs of one activity versus another
might tip the balance of the decision, even in the most personal areas.

Tax incentives and disincentives may have an effect on the decision to work or to
provide childcare, but their effect will be marginal in the face of the long term benefits of
paid employment. Mme. Thibaudeau and Ms. Symes are both in their own way
illustrations of this effect: women whose income levels have blurred the line between
personal expenses and the expenses of “doing business” or working, and which have led
them to challenge the established order in taxation, though to the detriment of women
who were less fortunate in their careers.

Perhaps what has happened, at least in the wealthy industrialized western countries
where the fertility rate has dropped below the replacement rate, is that incomes are now so
high that children have become a luxury rather than a necessity. The movement of women
into the workforce at wage levels which have gradually been approaching that of men,
combined with the movement towards a high-tech economy requiring a highly skilled, well
educated labour force means that the cost of having children has been pushed up from two
directions.

The cost of children is up on the one hand from the increasing cost of time and
income forgone on the part of the mother by having them, and on the other from the
actual cost over the children’s early lifetime of educating them to the point of self-
sufficiency. And because children are no longer relied upon as a source of support in old
age, they no longer have the pension-like qualities that used to provide an economic
incentive to have a family. In an economy which following Becker’s thesis demands well-
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educated, “high quality” children, rather than larger numbers of less educated children who
would be correspondingly less able to support themselves, could children have become too
expensive to have anymore?

If this is the case, then serious social problems arise, because while the personal
benefits of children which accrue to parents are intrinsic and do not lead to any financial
return, the social benefits from the production of the next generation remain necessary to
society at large. This is reflected in the fact that while the policy underlying the /74 has
been to assist in the functioning of a two income family, which according to Becker
effectively raises the cost of children, the federal government has simultaneously been
encouraging immigration in large numbers, in order to maintain the replacement level of
Canada’s population and to provide the workforce to support Canadian universal social
programs. If this scenario is at all accurate, public policy should be moving towards
relieving parents of the entire cost of raising children, in order to give incentive to have
them at all.



4.1 Conclusion

This thesis has asked the question, what should public policy in taxation law be
towards the decision as to what course of action parents will take in choosing child care?
On the premise that child care means full time adult supervision until the youngest child is
in school full time, does tax law encourage both parents to work outside the home and
purchase care, or does it favour the decision to have one spouse providing child care
unpaid in the home? ‘

The results of the CanTax experiment showed that at the same level of income, the
tax structure is designed to favour dual-income parents, who are able to take advantage of
income-splitting because of the early adoption of the individual as the tax unit in the
Canadian income tax system. The inclusion/deduction provisions in ss. 56 and 60 of the
I1TA compounded the income splitting effect, by allowing separated and divorced parents a
further tax break on child support (and alimony and maintenance) payments. Their
abolition, threatened to take effect in May 1997, will significantly lessen the amount of
after tax income available to these families, and will have the harshest effect on custodial
parents (and children) who rely largely on the non-custodial parent for support.

Policy pressures from commentators of feminist persuasion emphasizing the
economic independence of women above all other policy goals have been translated

practically into tax provisions to encourage married women with children to work outside
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the home. The achievement of equality with men is seen to be reached through success in
the public economic sphere, which requires relief from responsibility for child care in order
not to compromise women's financial independence. To avoid the historic pattern of
dependence on the busband, which is nowadays so often dashed on the rocks of marital
breakdown, the self-sacrificial results of staying at home to care for children are seen in
the long run as too detrimental to the spouse who does so, and so is deliberately
discouraged.

Hence the emphasis on tax provisions to relieve child care costs in cases such as
Symes, (though in that case the plaintiff was looking only to benefit the very narrow group
of self-employed women) while the child care expenses deduction specifically forbids the
payment of child care costs to a parent or family member. Hence the lobbying for a
universal child care system, but one which strictly opposes the extension of further tax
relief for private care.

In both the Symes and the Thibaudeau cases, the plaintiff was lobbying for
recognition of discrimination based on her status as a woman with child care expenses. In
both cases, they were supported by the media and women’s groups who believed their
causes were in the interest of women generally. But in both cases, a closer economic
analysis reveals that their success would have been to the relative disadvantage of the
great majority of women in similar circumstances.

Symes believed she was acting to the benefit of women in bringing a constitutional
challenge to the limitation on child care expenses, to further facilitate women’s’ ability to
work outside the home. But had she succeeded, she would have placed self-employed



women in a position grossly more advantageous to the position of employed women by
allowing them the full deductibility of child care costs. Thibsudeau believed she was
acting to the benefit of divorced custodial parents (the majority of whom are mothers) by
refusing to pay the taxes required by the /74 on the child support payments received from
her ex-husband, whose income was close enough to hers to eliminate the tax advantage
from the income-splitting which those provisions allowed.

Though she did not succeed, her challenge led the federal government to re-
examine the provisions, and with the public support for Thibaudeau in mind, to announce
their abolition as of May 1997, taking $400 million dollars of after tax income from
separated and divorced families, by the government’s own estimate, though this was done
in conjunction with legislation requiring courts to take into account the tax consequences
in determining child support awards. and amid promises to use the tax revenues to help the
lot of low income parents and children. The guidelines for child support payments have
themselves been the subject of considerable public criticism for altering the family law
policy, which up to this time has looked to the relative abilities of both parents to provide
for the support of their children, to one which looks solely to the income of the non-
custodial payor, without regard to the financial capacity of the recipient.

The conclusion reached in this thesis is that the CanTax experiment and the cases
examined above demonstrate that the policy emphasis on the economic independence of
women, solely through the promotion of provisions which favour employment outside the
home, have in fact resulted in a tax structure which relatively (and sometimes absolutely)
penalizes the stay at home spouse, who is most often the woman. And furthermore that

93



no attention has been paid to any other method of protecting the economic position of the
stay at home spouse.

An alternative approach to the child care decision was advanced, based on the
argument that child care provided in the home by a parent is st least an equivalent social
good to having both parents work outside the home, and towards which taxation policy
should at least be neutral. This argument is highlighted when the ideal scenario to achieve
the economic independence of women is described as child care lobbyists would now have
it: a state-run universal system of child care, which would employ as fully paid child care
workers everybody but the child’s actual parent. Children are better seen as a long-term
investment in human capital, necessary for long-term public welfare, whose value to the
parents is certainly more intrinsic than financially rewarding. To promote secondary
employment outside the home when child care must be some how obtained results in
policies which further disadvantage those who are already made economically vuinerable
by sacrificing one income and the savings and other benefits which would accrue with it.
At the extreme, it implies that only work entering into the circulating economy has value
to society, and places the importance of another body in the workforce above the purpose
of being in the workforce, which is usually to the end of supporting oneself and one’s
family.

There is no denying that the stay at home spouse by doing so weakens their
position as a bargaining agent in the workplace, and loses the considerable benefits of
employment, including present and fiture income, with its auxiliary attractions, some of

which in the long run are of crucial importance: work experience, seniority, pension, and



just one works. Feminist critiques are accurate in their distrust of the risk taken by women
in making this decision; however they wish on the whole to discourage it entirely.

This thesis argues instead that while admittedly a self-sacrificial act, it is a social
good nevertheless which many parents may wish to choose, and that social policy should
accommodate this desire and try to protect the secondary eamer through provisions
targeted specifically at them by placing the tax relief in their name. The proposed method
would be to neutralize the tax consequences of the child care decision by allowing as an
additional RRSP contribution by the one income family an amount equal to the child care
expenses. This RRSP would have to be registered in the name of the stay at home spouse,
and to the extent that it was not used, it could be deferred and accumulate for use upon
the return of that spouse to the workforce. Other instruments of tax relief could no doubt
be devised which might work more effectively in neutralizing tax policy towards the child
care decision; but the key element would have to remain that they somehow accrued in the
name of the stay at home spouse during the marriage.

A pre-emptive strike was made against critics of this proposed form of tax relief,
with recourse to the economic ideas of Gary Becker. He was attempting to explain a
three-fold phenomenon: the mass movement of women into the workforce, the high rate
of marital breakdown, and the drop in the ‘demand for children,” in other words the
reduced fertility rate, which in all the industrialized Western countries has been below
replacement for a generation. Becker linked the relative cost of children, and the desired
“quality” or degree of schooling they would require, to the value of time of married
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women which has been rising throughout this century, and said that there is 8 positive
correlation between the two, explaining both the greater workforce participation of
women as well as the lower birthrate.

The importance of this theory to this thesis is twofold. First of all it adds
respectable theoretical underpinnings to the argument that moderate changes in the price
of children, through the influence of tax advantages or disadvantages, may affect the
decision as to how child care will be provided. And secondly, it lends itself to an
explanation of why the provisions suggested in order to have tax neutrality towards the
child care decision will not lead to a lemming-like total abandonment of the workplace by
women wishing to stay at home with their children. The explanation is basically that even
with a tax system that allowed the child care expenses deduction to be taken either as a
deduction from one of the incomes of dual working parents, or as RRSPs in the name of
the stay at home spouse, the attraction of the benefits of employment in the long run will
likely nevertheless outweigh the inclination to provide child care in the home and to some
degree is outweighing the inclination to have children at all.

If this is the case, the state has a responsibility not only to respect the parental
decision to provide child care in the home, and to structure tax policy to be neutral
between the decision to provide it in the home or purchase it. It should also consider a
general policy of support for all parents with dependent children, to recognize and
compensate them for the decision to have children at considerable personal expense and
sacrifice when the benefits arising from them are in the public interest and a definite

contribution to the public good.
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*f e

M pvmey «th one o Corc.

T1 GENERAL 1995

eQeraI and Manitoba
Individual income m
Step 1 - Identification 7]
Titte: Mr Your SIN 613-118-397
First name: John DD MM YY
Last name: Doe Your dete of birth: 03/01/56
clo: Alexandra M. Lamont Your language of correspondence:
Addr: 21-785 Dorchester Avenue Englieh [X]  French 1
City Winnipeg ¥ this retumn is for
Prov.: Manitoba a deceased person, DD MM YY
Postal code: R3IM OPS anter the dale of desth:
On December 31, 1965, youvnn.
1 Maerried
3 Widowed Divorcod
Province or tenitory of residence on December 31, 1995 1 Separsted
Manitoba Spouss's SIN: 603-680-752
First name of your spouse:
Province or territory of seif-employment in 1905: Jane
N/A Check this box if your spouse wes
if you became or ceased o be & resident selif-empioyed in 1965; 1 [:]
of Canada in 1995, give dete of-
0D MM 0D MM
Step 2 - Goods and services tax (GST) credit
Are you applying for the goods and services tax credit ? ve X]1 N []2

If yes, enter the number of children under age 18 on December 31, 1995 (¥ applicable)
If yes, enter your spouse’s net income from line 238 of your spouse’s return (If applicable)

Step 3 - Total income
Employment income (box 14 on all T4 siips)

101 50,000/ 00

Commissions (box 42 on o T4 slips) 102 [
Other employment income 104
Old Age Security pension(box 18 on the T4A(OAS) slip) 13
Canada or Quebec WM 14
Disability benefits included on ine 114 1

Other pensions or superannuation 18
Unemployment insurence benefits (box 14 on the T4U slip) 119
Taxable amount of dividends from taxabie Canadien corporations 120
Interest and other investment income (sttach Schedule 4) 121
Net partnership income: imitad or non-sctive partners only 122
Rental income Gross 160 1 Net 128
Taxable sitech & Schedule 3 127
Alimony of maintensncs iNCome 128
Registered retirement income ol TARSP 129
Other income: 130
Business income Groas 162 Net 138
Professional income Gross 164 Net _ 137
Commission income Gross _ 168 Net 130
Farming income Gross 168 Net 141
Fishing income Gross 170 14

Workers’ Compenastion peyments 14

Social assistance payments 145

Net federal supplements 148
Add ines 144, 145 and 1486. > 147

TOTALINCOME 150 | 50,000/(00 |
605 600




John Doe SIN: 613~118-397
Step 4 - Taxable income 2

Enter your total income from ne 150. 200 50,000/ 00

Pension adjustment smount 208 |
_Registered pension pian contributions _ 207
R retiroment contribulions (altach 208
Annual union, professional, or lice dues (box 44 on ot T4 siips) 212
Child care expeness (aitach a complated Form T778) 214
Attendant care expeness 218
217
218

Business investment loes
Gross 228 | Allowable
Maving expenses
Alimony or maintensnce peid
_Canrying charges and intersst expensss (sitach Schedule 4) 21
Exploration snd development expenses (sitach Schedule 4) 224
Gther employment expenses 20
Other deductions
Specify: 232
Add lines 207 t0 224, 229 end 232. 233= <NIL>
Line 200 minus ine 233. _NET INCOME BEFORE ADJUSTMENTS

50,000]00

Social benefits repayment
Subtract ine 235 from ine 234. NEY INCOME

Accumulated forward-averaging amount withdrawal (attach @ completed Form T581)
Add ines 236 and 237.

50,000)00

BHEE B

50,000]00

Empioyee home relocation loan deduction (from all T4 slips)
Stock option and shares deductions (from all T4 slips)
Other payments deduction

Limited partnership iossss of other yesrs

Non-capital iosses of other yesrs
Net capital losses of other years (1972 to 1904)

Capital gsine deduction

Northern residents deductions (sttach a compieted Form T2222)

Additional deductions
Add ines 248 through 258.

8
3

<NIL>
50,00000 |

IRERBRYEERE

:

Subtract ine 257 from ine 239.



John Doe

8IN: 613-118-3 95

schedules, receipts and commesponding statements.

Before you mail your retun, make sure you have attached here all required information slips, completed

Step 5 - Non-refundable tax credits
Baaic personal amount

Claim $8.456.00 _ 300 6,456 |00

Age amount (f you were bom in 1830 or earfier)

Spousal amount
Compiete the following calculstion:
Base amount

Subtract your spouse's net income

Spousal amount
(maximum claim $5,380.00)

5.380/00 b 303 5,380/00

Equivaient-to-spouse smount (sttach a completed Schedule 5)

Amounts for infirm dependants age 18 or oider
(attach & compisted Scheduls 8)

Canada or Quebec Pension Plan confributions

Contributions through employment from box 18 snd box 17 on all

T4 madmum .50)

308 850/50 o

Contributions peyable on ssi-employment and other samings

(attach a compisted Scheduls 8)

Unem insurence me from box 18 on all T4
Pension income amount (maximum $1,000)

32 1,271140 *

Disability amount (cisim $4 233)

Disal amount transferred from a other than
Tuition fees

Education amount

Tuition fees and aducstion amount transferred from a chid

Amounts transferred from your spouse (sttach Schedule 2)

Medical expenses (aitach receipts) 30

Subtract 3% of ine 236 (mex. $1,814)

1.9500.00

_Subtotal
Subtract medical axpanses sdiustment 331
Allowabie portion of medical @penses _ e

Il

1 > ss2 I

Add ines 300 through 328 andine 332 33§ 13,957190

Mulliply the smounton ine 335 by 17% = 338

2,372

84

Charitable donations (from the caiculstion below)

349

Charitable donations

Total non-refundable tax credits. 350

2,372

84 |

Total charitable donations (attech receipts) _

()

Caiculate 20% of the amount on line 238

~10,000/00_ @

Enter the lesser of (i) or (i)

Cultural ical, and ment

Total donstions

———

£E

Line 344, maximum $200

Line 344 minus ine 345

us

P 17% = 348

> t29% = 348

Alloweble portion of charitable donations(add lines 348 and 348)

Enter this smount on ine 349 above. 349




John Doe

Step 6 - Refund or Balance owing A

SIN: 613-118-397

408 7,963|76

Total federal politicsl contributions (receipts)

Federal poiitical contribution tmx credit 410

412

investment tax credit (sitach a compieted Form 72038 (IND.))
Labour-sponsored funds tax credit Netcost 413 1
Allowable credit

414

Add ines 410, 412 and 414.__ 416 <NIL>

°
>

417

Federal tax befors faderal individual surta (eubtract fine 418 from line 408)
Federal individual surtax

419

Cammmmm sell-employment and other samings, Schedule 8

Add ines 417 and 419. NET FEDERAL TAX __ 420

421

422

benefils repsyment (enter the amount from line 235)
provineuux Manjtoba

Add ines 420 428. TOTALPAYABLE 438

13,293

Total income tax deducted (from all information siips) 437 bt
Canada Pension Plan overpayment 448 *
Unemployment Ingurance overpayment 480 °
Refund of investment tax credit (attech Form T2038 (IND.)) 454 ®
Part XlI.2 tryst tax credit (box 38 on all T3 siips) 458 °
Employee and partner GST rebete (attech Form GST-370) 457 hd
_Tax paid by instaiments 47¢ °
Forward-averaging tax credit (from Form T581) 478 b
Credits MB 479 *
JOTAL CREDITS 482 4
Subtract ine 482 from ine 435. 13,293/83 |
REFUND 404 | BALANCE OWING 485 13,293(83
AMOUNT ENCLOSED 488 | |
DIRECT DEPOSIT REQUEST
Branch Inslitution Altach a cheque or money order
number aumber Account number paysble to the Receiver
702 703 | | 704 | I General. Your peyment is due no
701 Child Tax Benefit (CTB) later than Aprl 30, 1996.
depositad into the same account

| certify that the information given on this retumn and in sny documents attached is correct, complete
and fully discioses all my income.

Sign here Dste 28/02/97 Telephone (204) 475-2692
490 Person of firm paid fo prepare this retum.

Name

Addr.

Prov. Poastal code Tel.

Do not use 0 | 1
thig area [ 7] 1 L 1 |

RC-05-117



My poiind Wl A ool

Revenue
! Canada T1 GENERAL 1995
ederal and Manitoba
Individual income tax retum
Step 1 - identification [7]
Tie: Ms. Your SN 400-000~-006
First name: Rowena DD MM YY
Last name: Radnicki Your date of birth: 30/06/65
(07,0 % Alexandra M. Lamont Your lsnguage of correspondence:
Addr: 45 Colleqge Street Engleh [X] _ French a1
City: Winn:lngg ¥ this returm is for
Prov.: Manitoba & deceased person, DD MM YY
Postal code: R3M 0Q7 enter the date of desth:
On December 31, 1995, you were:
1 Married 2 Common-law
3 Widowed 4 Divorced
Province or territory of residence on December 31, 1985 5 Seperated 6 Single
Manitoba Spouse's SIN: 600-000-004
Firet name of your spouse:
Province or tertitory of self-employment in 1995: Roland
N/A Check this box if your spouse was
If you became or cessed to be a resident sell-employed in 1995: 1 [
of Canada in 1995, give dete of:
DD MM 0D MM
entry: deperture:
Step 2 - Goods and services tax (GST) credit
Are you spplying for the goods and services tax credit ? Ye K] 1 N [ ]2
If yes, enter the number of children under age 19 on December 31, 1985 (If appiicable) 1
If yes, enter your spouse's net income from line 236 of your spouse's return (if applicable) 15,000 00
Step 3 - Total income
Empioyment income (box 14 on all T4 siips) 101 25,000 | 00
Commissions (box 42 on afl T4 slips) 102
Other employment income 104
Oid Secuni jon({box 18 on the TAMOAS 113
Canada or Quebec Pension Plan benefits(box 20 on the T4A(P) slip) 114
Disability benefits included on ine 114 152
Other pensions or supsrannustion 118
Unemployment insurence benefiis (box 14 on the T4U slip) 119
Taxable amount of dividends from taxabls Canadien corporations 120
Interest and other investment income (sttach Schedule 4) 121
Net partnership income: imited or non-active partners only 122
Rental income Gross __ 160 1 Net__ 126
Taxable capi ins (attach a Schedule 3 127
Alimony or maintenance income 128
Reg# retirement savi income ol TARSP 129
Other income: 130
Business income Gross 162 Net 138
Professional income Gross 164 Net 137
Commission income Gross 168 Net 13
Farming income Gross __ 168 Net 141
Fishing income Gross 170 Net 143
Workers' Compenestion peyments _ 144 1
Social assistance payments 148
Net federal su| 148
Add ines 144, 145 and 148. > 147
TOTALINCOME 150 I 25,000/ 00 |
605 600




Rowena Radnicid SIN: 400-000-005

Step 4 - Taxable income

Enter your fotal income from ne 150. 200 25,000 | 00

Pension adjustment amount 208 |
_Registered pension plan contributions o7
Regh retirement contributions (sitach 208
Annual union, professional, or lke duss (box 44 on sl T4 slips) 212
Chid care sitech & Formm 24
Attendant care expenses 218
Business investment loss
Gross 228 | Allowsble 217
_Moving expenses 219
Alimony or maintshance peid 220
Carrying charges and interest expenses (attach Schedule 4) -4
Expioration and development expenses (aitach Schedule 4) 24
Other employment expenses 229
Other deductions
Specify: a2
Addlines 20710224, 220and 232 233= ___<NIL> > <NIL>
Line 200 minus line 233. NET INCOME BEFORE ADJUSTMENTS 234 25,000 00
Social benefits repayment 238
Subtract ine 235 from ine 234. NET INCOME 238 25,000] 00
Accumulisted forward-averaging amount withdrawal (sttach a completed Form T581) 27
Addines 236 and237. 239 25,000/ 00
_Employee home relocation ioan deduction (from all T4 slips) 248
Stock option snd shares deductions al T4 20
Other payments deduction 250
Limited partnership losses of other years a8
Non-capital losses of other yesrs 2852
Net capital losses of other years (1972 to 1994) 253
Capital gains deduction a4
Northern residents deductions (sttach a compisted Form T2222) 256
Additional deductions 258
Add ines 248 through 256, 257= <NIL> [ 2 <NIL>
Subtract ine 257 from line 230. TAXABLEINCOME 280 | 25,000/00 |




SIN: 400-000-005

schedules, receipts snd corresponding stalements.

Before you mai your retumn, make sure you have sttached here all required information slips, completed

Step 5 - Non-refundable tax credits
_Basic personsl amount
Age amount (if you were bom in 1930 or earfier)

Claim $8,456.00 300

6,456|00

Spousal smount
Complete the following calculation:
Base amount
Subtract your
Spousal amount
(maximum claim $8,380.00)

net income

—32:008100

|

Equivalent-to-spouse amount (sitach a compieted Schedule 5)

Amounts for infirm dependants age 18 or clder
(attach a compieted Schedule 8)

Canada or Quebec Peneion Plan contribulions
Contributions through employment from box 16 and box 17 on aft
T4 meadmum .50

> 303
308
308
308

Contributions paysble on self-employment and other eamings

310

(attach a completed Schedule 8)
Unempioyment Insurance premiums from box 18 on all T4 sips

750

Pension income amount (maxdmum $1,000)

Disability amount {cleim $4,233)

Disa amount transferred from a other than

Tuition fees

Education amount

Tuition fees and education amount traneferred from a chid

Amounts transferred from your spouse (attach Schedule 2)

312
34
316
318
320
322
24
328

Medical expenses (sttach receipts) 330

Subtract 3% of ine 236 (max. $1,614)

750100

Subtract medical expenses adjustment 31

|

Allowable portion of medical expenses

[ > 332

Add ines 300 through 326 andine 332 335 7,789]20

338 1,324

16

Multiply the amount on fine 335 by 17% =
49

Charitable donations (from the calculstion below)

Charitable donations

Total non-refundable tax credits. 350 | 1,324

16 |

Total charitable donstions (attach receipts)

®
5,000/]00 ®

Calculate 20% of the amount on ine 236

Enter the lesset of (i) of (8) 340

Cuttural, ecological, snd govemment gife 342

Total donations 344

345

> &17% 348

Line 344, maximum $200

Line 344 minus line 345

b s20% = 348

Allowsble portion

of charitable donstions(add lines 346 and 348)
Enter this amounton ine 349 sbove. 349




Rowena Radnickd

Step 6 - Refund or Balance owing

SiN: 400-000-006

FEDERAL TAX __ 408 2,925|84
Total federal political contributions (receipls) 400 1
Federal political contribution tax credit 410 L4
Investment tax credit (sitach a compisted Form T2038 (IND.)) 42 o
Labour-sponsored funds tax credit Netcost 413 i
Allowsble credit _ 414 .
Add ines 410, 412 and 414. _ 416 <NIL> > <NIL>
Federal tax before federal individual surtax (sublract ine 416 from line 408) a7 2,925(84
Federal individual surtax 419 87|78
Add ines 417 and 410. NEY FEDERAL TAX 420 3,013(62
Canada Pension Plen contr. on and other Schedule 8 1
Social benefits repsyment (enter the amount from ine 235) &2
Provincisl tax Manitoba 428 1.841 .44
Add fnes 420 through 428. TOTAL PAYABLE 438 4,855(06 °

Total income tax deducted ofl information 437 o
Canada Pension Plan overpayment 448 L4
Unemployment Insurance overpayment 450 L4
Refund of investment tax credit (attsch Form T2038 (IND.)) 484 ]
Part XII.2 trust tax credit (box 38 on ol T3 slips) 488 U
Employee and pertner GST rebate (sttach Form GST-370) 487 .
Tax paid by instaiments 478 °
_Forward-averaging tax credit (from Form T581) 47 ®
Credits MB 479 5(00 e
TOTAL CREDITS __ 482 s|o0 P 5|00
Sublract ine 482 from line 435. | 4,850][06 |
REFUND 484 | BALANCEOWING 485 4,850]|06
AMOUNT ENCLOSED 48 | |
DIRECYT DEPOSIT REQUEST
Branch inetituion Aftach a cheque or money order
number number Account number peyable to the Receiver
702 | | 708 || 704 | | General. Your payment is due no
701 Chiid Tax Benefit (CTB) later than April 30, 1996.
de) the account

Sign here

Name

| certify that the information given on this return and in any documents aitached is comect, complete
and fully diacioses all my income.

490 Person or firm peid to prepere this return.

Dste 01/03/97 Telephone (204) 477-5292

Addr.

Prov. Postal code Tel.

Do not 630

i ren w [ 111
RC-05-117



Revenue
Canada
ederal and Manitoba

Aty TR pqL T e commes
T1 GENERAL 1995

Individual income tax returm
Step u| entification

Step1-1id [7]
Title: Mr. Your SIN 600-000-004
First name: Roland DD MM YY
Last name: Radnicki Your date of birth: 04/06/55
c/o: Alexandra M. Lamont Your lenguage of cormespondence:
Addr: 45 College Street English [X] __ French B
City: Winnipegq I¥ this retum is for
Prov.: Manitoba a deceased person, DD MM YY
Postal code: RIM 7 enlar the date of death:
On Decomber 31, 1995, you were:
1 Married 2 Common-iaw
3 Widowed 4 Divorced
Province or teritory of residence on December 31, 1905 S Seperated 8 Single
Manitoba Spouse's SIN: 400-000-006
First name of your spouss:
Province or tetritory of selif-employment in 1905: Rowena
N/A Check this box if your spouse was
if you became or cessed to be @ resident sel-employed in 1995: 1 O
of Canada in 1895, give dets of:
DD MM DD MM
entry: _departure:
Step 2 - Goods and services tax (GST) credit
Are you applying for the goods and services tax credit ? v« [ ] 1 N K] 2
If yes, enter the number of children under age 19 on December 31, 1995 (I appiicable) -
If yes, enter your spouse’s net income from ine 236 of your spouse's retum (if applicable) 25,000|00

Step 3 - Total income
Employment income (box 14 on sl T4 elips)

101 __25,000]00
1

Commissions (box 42 on sll T4 slips) 102
Other employment income 104
Old Age Security pension{box 18 on the TAA(OAS) slip) _ 113
Canada or Quebec Pension Plan benefita(box 20 on the T4A(P) siip) 114
Disability benefits included on line 114 152
Other pensions or supsrannustion 118
Unempioyment ingurance benefia (box 14 on the T4AU elip) 119
Taxabie amount of dividends from taxable Canadian corporations 120
Interest and other investment income (sttach Schedule 4) 121
Net partnership income: imited or non-active pertners only 122
Rental income Gross __ 160 | Net 126
Taxable capi ine (sttach 8 Schedule 3 7
Alimony of maintenance income 128
_Registered retirement savings plan income (from all TARSP slips) 129
Cther income: 130
Business income Gross 162 Net 138
Professional income Gross 184 Net 137
Commission income Gross 168 Net 13
Farming income Gross 168 Net 141
Fighing income Gross __ 170 Net 143
_Workers’ Compensstion payments 144
Social assistance payments 145
Net federal supplements 146
Add ines 144, 145 and 146. > 147
TOTALINCOME 180 | 25,000]/00 |
608 600




step 4 - wal, ‘ Roland Radnicki SiN: GOO-OOO-OOé

Enter your total income from fne 150. 200 25,000]00

Pension adjustment amount 208 |
_Registered pension plen contribulions 207
R retirement contributions (sttach 208
Annual union, professional, or ke dues (box 44 on all T4 elips) 212
_Chid care expenses (sttach a completed Form T778) 24 __10,000]/00
Attendant care expenses 218
Business investment loss
Gross _ 22¢ | Alowable 217
Moving expenses 219
Alimony or maintensnce paid 220
Carrying ch: and intereat sitach Schedule 4 221
Exploration and development expenses (aitach Scheduls 4) 224
_Other employment expenses 20
Other deductions
Specify:
Add ines 20710224, 220end232. 233= _ 10,000{00 P ﬂ
Line 200 minus line 233. NET INCOME BEFORE ADJUSTMENTS 234 15,000 00
Social benefits repayment 238 °
Subtract ine 235 from line 234. NETINCOME 236 15,000( 00
Accumuiated forward-averaging amount withdrawal (attach a compieted Form T581) 14
Addlines 236and237. 239 15,000/ 00
_Employee home relocation loan deduction ol T4 248
Stock option and shares deductions A T4 249
Other payments deduction 250
Limited partnership losses of other yeers 281
Non-capital losses of other years 252
Net capital losses of other years (1972 to 1954) 25
Capital gains deduction 254
Northem residents deductions (sttach a compieted Form T2222) 258
Additional deductions 258
Add nes 248 through 258.  257= <NIL> 4 <NIL>
Subtract ine 257 from line 239. TAXABLEINCOME 260 | 15,000[00 |




Roland Radnicld SIN: 600-000-005

Before you mail your retum, make sufe you have attached here all required information slips, compieted
schedules, recsipts and correaponding statementa.

Step 5 - Non-refundable tax credits
Basic personal amount Claim $6,456.00 300 6,456|00
Age amount {if you were bom in 1830 or earfier) 301
Spousal amount
Compiets the following calculation:
Base amount
Subtract your spouse's net income
Spousal smount

(maximum claim $5,380.00) | > 303
Equivalent: amount (sttach a Schedule 308
306
308

Amounts for infirm dependants age 18 or older
(attach a completed Schedule 8)
Canada or Quebec Pension Plsn contiibulions
Contributions through employment from box 18 and box 17 on ol
T4 slips (modmum $850.50) 58320
Contributions paysbie on selfl-empioyment and other esmings
(attach a compieted Schedule 8) 310 | .

750{00 e

Unem Insurance jume from box 18 on all T4

Pension income smount (madmum $1,000)
Disability amount (clsim $4,233)

312

314

316

Disability amount traneferred from s dependent other than spouse 318
Tuition fees 320
322

324

328

Education amount
Tuition fees and educstion amount transferred from a child

Amounts transferred from your spouse (sttach Schedule 2)

Medical expenses (sttach receipts) 330

Subtract 3% of ine 236 (max. $1,614) 45000
Subtotal

Sublract medical expenses adjustment 331 |

Aliowable portion of medical expenses f > 332 I
Add ines 300 through 326 andine 332 335 :Z.:Z§2|ZQ

Multiply the amounton ine 335 by 17% = 338 1,324116

Charitable donations (from the calculstion below) 349
Total non-refundsble tax credits. 350 | 1,324]16 |

Charitable donations
Total charitsble donstions (sttach receipts) M
Caiculate 20% of the amount on ine 238 3,000/00 o)
Enter the lesser of (i) or

Cultural jcal, and gifs
Total donations

£ £F &

b #17% = 348
Line 344 minus line 345 b at20% = 348

Allowable portion of charitable donstions(add ines 348 and 348)
Enter this smount on ine 349 above. 349 |

Line 344 maxdmum $200




Roland Radnicid SIN: 600-000~004

FEDERAL TAX 408 1,225(84

Step 6 - Refund or Balance owing

Total federal political contributions (receipts) 00 |
Federal poiitical contribution tsx credit 410 L 4
Investment tax credit (sttach 8 compiated Form T2038 (IND.)) 412 L4
Labour-sponsored funds tax credit Netcost 413 |
Allowsble credit 414 L]
Addines 410, 412 and 414. 416 <NIL> > ___<NIL>]
Federal tax before federal individual surtax (sublrect ine 418 from line 408) 417 1,225]84
Federal individual surtax 419 36|78
Add ines 417 and 410. NET FEDERAL TAX 420 1,262/62
Canada Pension Plan contr. paysbie on seif-empioyment snd other eamings, Schedule 8 421
Social benefits repayment (enter the amount from line 235) 422
Provincial tax Manjtoba 428 807144
Add ines 420 through 428. TOTAL PAYABLE 438 2,070i{06
Total income tax deducted all information a7 g
Canada Pension Plan overpsyment 4“8 L
Unempioyment insurance overpsyment 450 L
Refund of investment tax credit (sttach Form T2038 (IND.)) 484 ®
Part Xil.2 trust tax credit (box 38 on s T3 slips) 4598 °
Empioyee and pertner GST rebae (sttach Form GST-370) 47 .
Tax paid by instaiments 478 L
Forward-averaging tax credit (from Form T581) 478 L
Credits MB a0 L
TOTAL CREDITS _ 482 >
Subiract ine 482 from line 435. | 2,070]06 |
REFUND 484 | BALANCEOWING 485 2,070/ 06
AMOUNT ENCLOSED 488 [ |
DIRECT DEPOSIT REQUEST
Branch Instibstion Attach a cheque or money order
number number Account number peyable to the Receiver
702 703 | | 704 | | General. Your payment is due no
701 Child Tax Benefit (CTB) later than April 30, 1996.
depositad into the same account

| certify that the information given on this retumn and in any documents aitached is correct, complete
and fully discioses all my income.

490 Person or firm peid to prepere this retum.
Name
Addr.
Prov. Postal code Tel.

Sign here Oate 01/03/97 Telephone (204) 477-5292|

Do not use L &
this area 684

=i

RC-85-117
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! l Revenue
Canada >
Federal and sanitoba ___ / W/vgﬁ( am %(6)
naiviauai incom [/ y W .
Step 1 - Identification 7 55. 51 @ [7]
Title: Ms. Your SIN 300-000-007
First name: Beatrice DD MM YY
Last name: Boop Your date of birth: 06/05/64
C/o: Alexandra M. Lamont Your language of correspondence:
Addr: 975 Wine Avenue Engleh _ IX] _French O
City: Winnipegq I¥ this retum is for
Prov.: Manitoba a decessed person, DD MM YY
Postal code: R3M OT4 anter the date of desth:
o On December 31, 1985, you were:
1 Married 2 Common-law
3 Widowed 4 @ Divorced
Province or tarritory of residence on December 31, 1005 ] Seperated [} Single
Manitoba Spouse's SIN:
First name of your spouse:
Province or teritory of sel~employment in 1895:
N/A Check this box if your spouse was
if you became or ceased o be a resident self-empioyed in 1985: 1 |:|

of Canada in 1995, give dste of-
DD MM 0D MM

entry:

deperture:
Step 2 - Goods and services tax (GST) credit

Are you applying for the goods and services tax credit ? ve X]1 N []2
if yes, enter the number of children under age 19 on December 31, 1985 (if appilicable) _2
If yes, enter your spouse's net income from line 236 of your spouse’s return (If appiicable) |
Step 3 - Total income
_Employment income (box 14 on all T4 siips) 101 I
Commigsions (box 42 on afl T4 siips) 102 1
Other employment income 104
Old Age Security pension(box 18 on the T4A(OAS) siip) 113
Canada or Quebec Pension Plan benefits{box 20 on the T4A(P) siip) 114
Disability benefits included on line 114 1852
Other pensions or superannustion 115
Unemployment Insurance benefits (box 14 on the T4U sip) 110
Taxable amount of dividends from texable Canadisn corporations 120
Interest and other investment income (attach Schedule 4) 121
Net partnership income: imited or non-active partners only 122
Rental income Gross __ 160 1 Net 128
Taxable capital gaine (sitach a compieted Schedule 3) 127
Alimony or maintenance income 128 25,000, 00
Registered retirement savings plan income (from all TARSP siips) 120
Other income: 130
Business income Gross 162 Net 138
Professional income Gross 164 Net 137
Commission income _ Gross __ 168 Net 13
Farming income Gross 168 Net 141
Fishing income Gross 170 Net 143
Workers' Compensation payments 14
Social assistance psyments 148
Net federai supplements 148

Add lines 144, 145 and 146. > 147

TOTALINCOME 150 | 25,000/00 |
605 600

Cllo



Bestrice Boop SIN: 300-000-007
Step 4 - Taxable income 2

Entar your total income from ne 150. 200 25,000 l 00

Pension_sdjustment amount 208 [
Registered pension pien contributions 207
Reg retirement contributions (attach 208
Annual union, professional, or lke dues (box 44 on all T4 siips) 212
_Chid care expenses (sttach a completed Form T778) 214
Attendant care expenses 218
Business investment ioess
Gross 228 | Afowable 217
_Moving expenses 219
Alimony or maintenance peid 20
Carrying ch and interest attach Schedule 4. 21
_Exploration and development expenses (sttach Schedule 4) 224
Other empioyment expenses
Other deductions
Specify: 22
Add ines 207 10224, 220 and 232. 233= <NIL> | 4 <NIL> |
Line 200 minus ine 233. NET INCOME BEFORE ADJUSTMENTS 234 25,0000
Social benefits repayment 238
Subtract line 235 from line 234. NETINCOME 236 25,000)00
Accumulated forward-averaging amount withdrawal (sttach a completed Form T581) 237
Addfines 236 and 237. 239 25,000]00
Employee home relocation losn deduction (from all T4 slips) us
Stock option and shares deductions (from all T4 siips) €480
Other payments deduction 50
Limited partnership losses of other years 251
Non-capital losses of other years 252
Net capital losses of other years (1972 to 1994) 253
_Capital gains deduction 284
Northern residents deductions (sttach a completed Form T2222) 258
Additional deductions 258
Add ines 248 through 256.  257= <NIL> [ g <NIL>
Subtract fine 257 from fine 239. TAXABLEINCOME 280 | 25,000]00 |




Beatrice Boop

SIN: 300-000~007

Before you mail your retum, make sure you have sttached here
schedules, receipts and comesponding statements.

ol required information slips, completed

Step 5 - Non-refundable tax credits

Basic personal amount
Age amount (¥ you were bom in 1930 or earfier)

Claim $6,456.00

6,456 00

Spousal amount
Compiete the following caiculation:
Base amount

Subtract your spouse’s net income

Spousal amount
(maximum claim $5,380.00)

Equivalent-to-spouse asmount (sitach a compisted Schedule 5)

$,380(00

Amounts for infirm dependants age 18 or older

(attach a completed Schedule 6)
Canada or Quebec Pension Plan contribulions
Contributions through employment from box 16 and box 17 on all

T4 slips (maximum $850.50)

Contributions payable on self-employment and other eamings
(attach a compieted Schedule 8)

Unemployment Insurance premiums from box 18 on all T4 slips

Pension income amount (maximum $1,000)

Disability amount (claim $4,233)

Disability amount transferred from a dependant other than spouse

Tuition fees

Education amount

Tuition fees and education amount traneferred from a chid

Amounts transferred from your spouse (sttach Schedule 2)

DD
o ok b A
ggﬁgﬁﬂbﬂ o §

Medical expenses (attach receipts) 330

Subtract 3% of ine 236 (max. $1,614)

120100

Subtotsl

Subtract medical expenses adjustment 31

|

| > 332

Allowable portion of medical expenses

Add ines 300 through 326 andine 332 336 __ 11,6836100

338 2,012

12

Charitable donations (from the caiculstion below)

Multiply the smount on ine 335 by 17% =
349

Charitable donations

Total non-refundable tax credits. 350 2,012

12 |

Total charitable donations (attach receipts) @
Calculate 20% of the amount on line 2368 $5,000)00 @)
Enter the lesser of (i) or (i) M40 [

LCultural, ecological, snd government gifts 342
Total donations 344

Line 344, maximum $200 345 > 17% = 348

Line 344 minus ine 45 > at20% = 348

Allowsbie portion of charitable donations(add ines 348 and 348)

Enter this amount on line 349 above. 349




Beatrice Boop

Step 6 - Refund or Balance owing A

SIN: 300-000-007

2,237]88

Total federsl political contributions (receipts) 400 1

Federal political contribution tax credit 410
investment tax credit (sttach a completed Form 72038 (IND.)) 412

Labour-sponeored funds tax credit Netcost 413 |
__Aloweble credt 414

Add fines 410, 412and 414. _ 416 <NIL>

)
>

Federal tax before federal individual surtax (subtract ine 416 from ine 408)

417

<NIL>
2,237

S—
88

Federal individual surtex

419

67

14

Add nes 417 and 419. NET FEDERAL TAX

Canada Pension Plan confr. on and other Schedule 8

420
421

2,305

02

Social benefits repayment (enter the amount from line 235)

Provincisl tax_ _Manjtoba

Add ines 420 through 428. TOTAL PAYABLE

Total income tax deducted (from afl information sips)

Canada Pension Plan overpayment

Unemployment Insurance ovespayment

Refund of investment tax credit (sitach Form T2038 (IND.))
Part XII.2 trust tax credit (box 38 on all T3 siips)

Empioyee and partner GST rebete (attach Form GST-370)

Tax paid by instaiments

Forward-averaging tax credit (from Form T581)

155|000

8333588884

Credits MB

TOTAL CREDITS 155]00

Ve oo o000 00

00

Subtract ine 482 from line 435.

—

W

>

155
263

72 |

REFUND 484 BALANCE OWING 485

3,263

72

AMOUNT ENCLOSED 488 |

]

DIRECT DEPOSIT REQUEST
Branch Institution
number number Account number

peyable to the Receiver

Attach a cheque or money order

702 703 [ | 704 [ J General. Your payment is due no
701 Chiid Tax Benefit (CTB)
ited into the

later than April 30, 1996.

| certify that the information given on this return and in any documents attached is correct, complets

and fully discioses all my income.

Sign here Dste 07/07/97 Telephone (204) 772-9869
490 Person or firm paid to prepare this retumn.

Name

Addr.

Prov. Postal code Tel.

Do not use 69 | | j
this area 684 11 I |

RC-95-117



;D/vmceﬂ non-cesoria( paveal o Cacle
Revenue arier fothe abolition of = 56710
Wl Canade /) ;0(4,) T1 GENERAL 1995
I eé!ieﬁl alnld Manjitoba
naiviauai income m
Step 1 - Identificati [7]
Title: Mr. Your SIN 200-000-003 |
Firet name: Bertranm DD MM YY
Lsst name: Blixen Your dale of birth: 07/08/69
c/O: Alexandra M. Lamont Your language of commespondence:
Addr.: 21-785 Dorchester Avenue English [x] French ]
City Winnipeq ¥ this refurn is for
Prov.; Manitoba @ deceased person, DD MM YY
Postal code: R3M 0J6 onter the dals of death:
On December 31, 1905, you were:
1 Married 2 Common-law
3 Widowed 4 Divorced
Province or territory of residence on Decamber 31, 1905 5 Separated 8 Single
Manitoba Spouse's SIN:
First name of your spouse:
Province or territory of self-employment in 1805:
N/A Check this box if your spouse was
if you became or cessed to be a resident sall-employed in 1995: 1 D
of Canada in 1895, give date of
DD MM DO MM
entry: deperture:
Step 2 - Goods and services tax (GST) credit
Are you applying for the goods and services tax credit ? Yo [K] 1 N [ ]2

if yes, enter the number of children under age 19 on December 31, 1995 (if appiicable)
if yes, enter your spouse's net income from line 236 of your spouse’s retum (If applicable)

Step 3 - Total income
Employmentincome (box 14 on sl T4 sips)

)

r 101 $0,000/00

Commissions (box 42 on sl T4 slips) 102
Other empioyment income 104
Oid Age Security pension(bax 18 on the TAA(OAS) slip) 113
Canada or Quebec Pension Plan box 20 on the TAAP 14
Disability benefits included on line 114 152 |
Other pensions or supsrannuation 1185
Unem ent insurance benefits 14 on the T4U 119
Taxable amount of dividends from tmmbie Canadien corporstions 120
Interest and other investment income (attach Schedule 4)  Fy
Net partnership income: imited or non-active pertners only 122
Rental income Gross 160 [ Net 126
Taxable capi attach @ Schedule 3 27
Alimony or maintenance income 128
Reg relirement income ol TARSP 120
Cther income: 130
Business income Gross 182 Net 135
Professional income Gross 164 Net 137
Commission income Gross __ 168 Net 13
Farming income Gross 168 Net 141
Fishing income Gross 170 Net 143
Workers' Compensation payments 14
Social assistance payments 148
Net federal supplements 148

Add ines 144, 145 snd 146. > 147

TOTALINCOME 180 | S0,000]/00 |
60S 600




Bertram Blben SiN: 700-000-005

Step 4 - Taxable income
Enter your total income from ine 150. 200 50,000/00

Pension adjustment amount 208 |
_Registered pension plan contribuions _ 207
Reg refirement contributions (sitech 208
Annusl union or lke 4donel T4 212
Chid care expenses (stiach @ complated Form T778) 214
Aftendant care expenses 218
Business investment loes
Gross _ 228 1 Allowsble 217
Moving expenses 219
_Alimony or maintenance peid 220 25,000(00
Carmyi and interest sitach Scheduls 4 21
Exploration and development apenses (sttach Schedule 4) 224
_Other empioyment expenses 220
Other deductions
— Specify:
Add ines 207 ¥ 224, 220 and 232 m- zs.oooloo > _15_4)_0_0_1_&
Line 200 minus line 233. NET INCOME BEFORE ADJUSTMENTS 25,000] 00
Social benefits repayment 238 ¢
Subtract ine 23S from ine 234. NETINCOME 238 25,000/00
Accumulated forward-averaging amount withdrawel (attach a complsted Form T581) 7
Add ines 236 and 237. 239 25,000/00
Em home relocstion loan deduction T4 48
Stock option and shares deductions (from all T4 slips) 20
Other payments deduction 25
Limited partnership losses of other years 281
Non-capital iosses of other years 252
Net capital iosses of other yeers (1972 to 1904) 283
Capital gains deduction 284
Northern residents deductions (aitach & completed Form T2222) 288
Additional deductions 208
__Add ines 248 through 256. _ 257= <NIL> > <NIL>

-

Subtract ine 257 from line 239. AXABLE INCOME 260 | 25,000 00 |



Bertram BSibeen

SIN: 700-000-00&

scheduies, receipts and comesponding statements.

Before you mall your retum, make sure you have siteched here sl required information efips, compileted

Step § - Non-refundabile tax credits
Basic

Basic personal smournt Claim $8,456.00

Age amount (if you were bom in 1830 or earier)

6,456 | 00

Spousal amount
Compiete the following caiculation:
Base amount

Subtract net income

Spousal amount
{maximum cisim $5,380.00)

Equi amount (attach a Schedule S

Amounts for infirm dependents age 18 or cider
(attach a completed Scheduls 8)

Canada or Quebec Pension Plan contribuions
Contributions through employment from box 16 and box 17 on ol

T4 slips (madmum $850.50)

Contributions payable on self-employment and other earings
(attach a completed Scheduls 8)

850(50

Unempioyment Insurence premiums from box 18 on all T4 siips

Pension income amount (mesdmum $1,000)

312 1,271

Disability amount (cleim $4,233) 316

i amount transferred from a other than 38
Tuition fees 320
Education amount 322
Tuition fees and educsation amount transferred from a child 324
Amounts transferred from your spouse (attach Schedule 2) 328
_Medical expenses (sitach receipis) 30

Subtract 3% of ine 236 (max. $1,614) 750100

Subtotal

Subtract medical expenses adjustment _ 331 |

Allowable of medical | > 332
Add ines 300 through 326 andine 332 335 8,577190

Charitable donations (from the csiculaion below)

Mulliply the amount on ne 335 by 17% =

338 1,458 24

349

Charitable donations

Total non-refundeble tax credits. 350 | 1,458[24 |

Total charitable donstions (attach receipts) ®
Calculate 20% of the amount on line 236 5,000/00 @
Enter the lesser of (i) or (i) 340 |
Cultural, ecological, and government gifs 342
Total dongtions 344
Line 344, masximum $200 345 > 17% = 36
Line 344 minus lne 345 > at20% = 348
Allowable poriion of charitable donstions(add ines 348 and 348)
_Enter this smount on iine 340 above. __ 349 1




Bastram Biben 8IN: 700-000-003

Step 6 - Refund or Balance owing
FEDERAL TAX 408 2,791/76
Totai federal poliical contribulions (receipts) 400 N
Federal political contribution tex credit 410 L4
investment tax credit (sttach a compisted Form T2038 (IND.)) 412 L4
Labour-sponsored funds tex credit Netcost 413 1
Alowsbis credt 414 .
Addlines 410 412 and 414. 416 <NIL> > <NIL>|
Federal tax before federal individual surtex (sublract line 416 from ine 408) a7 2,791176
Federal individual surtax 4219 83|75
Add ines 417 and 419. NET FEDERAL TAX 420 2,875(51
Canada Pension Plan contr. on and other esmings, Schedule 8 1
Social benefits repayment (enter the amount from line 235) 422
Provincial tax Manjtoba 428 1.991172
Add lines 420 through 428. TOTAL PAYABLE 438 4,827(23

Total income tax deducted all information 437 i
Canada Pension Plan overpayment 448 L4
Unempioyment Insurance overpayment 450 i
Refund of investment tax credi (attach Form T2038 (IND.)) 454 d
Part XII.2 trust tax credit (box 38 on all T3 elips) 458 °
Empioyes and pertner GST rebate (sitach Form GST-370) 487 i
Tax paid by instaiments 47 L4
Forward-averaging tax credit (from Form T581) 47 L
Credits MB _ 47 o
TOTAL CREDITS __ 482 > |
Subtyact ine 482 from lne 435. [ 4,827]23 |
REFUND 484 | BALANCE OWING 485 4,827[23
AMOUNT ENCLOSED 486 | |
DIRECT DEPOSIT REQUEST
Branch Institution Aftach a cheque or money order
number number Account number payable to the Receiver
702 708 | 704 | | General. Your payment is due no
701 Child Tax Benefit (CTB) ister than April 30, 1996.
deposited into the same account
| certify that the information given on this return and in any documents attached is comrect, complete
and fully discioses all my income.
Sign here Oate 01/03/97 Telephone (204) 475-2692
490 Person or firm paid to prepaere this retum.
Name
Addr.
Prov. Postal code Tel.
Do not use 63 | 1
this ares 684 | 1 |

RC.85-117



Revenue
*I Canada
ederal and Manitoba

Invot 6‘”)‘ P E4Co codredial /Zbr;jwu F
recefvrn céu'/%/’
et /ojthép&’&h" ENERAL 1995

Individual income m j 2ud 69L€
Step 1 - Identification 7 5. 56(1%) 6o(¢) [7]
Title: Ms. Your SIN 100-000-009
First name: Wanda DD MM YY
Last name: Woley Your dele of bisth: 03/08/62
(o7 0 Alexandra M. Lamont Your language of correapondence:
Addr: 123 Bath Street English [X]  French |
City: winnigg ¥ this retum is for
Prov.: Manitoba a decessed pereon, DD MM YY
Postal code: R3N 2N2 onter the dale of desth
On December 31, 1005, you were:
1 Married 2 Common-law
3 Widowed 4 Divorced
Province or tertitory of residence on December 31, 1905 5 Sepearated (] Single
Manitoba Spouse's SIN:
First name of your spouse:
Province or territory of self-employment in 1985:
N/A Check this box if your spouse was
I you became or cessed to be a resident sell-employed in 1995: 1 [
of Canadain 1995, give date of-
OD MM DD MM
entry: _deperture:
Step 2 - Goods and services tax (GST) credit
Are you applying for the goods and services tax credit ? Yo K] 1 No [ ]2

If yes, enter the number of chidren under age 19 on December 31, 1995 (¥ spplicable)
If yes, enter your spouse’s net income from line 238 of your spouse’s retum (¥ applicable)

Step 3 - Total income
Employment income (box 14 on all T4 siips)

101 25,000/ 00

Commissions (box 42 on all T4 slips) 102 |
Other employment income 104
_Old Age Security pension(box 18 on the TAA(OAS) siip) 13
Canada or Quebec Pension Plan benefits(box 20 on the T4A(P) sip) 114
Disability benefits included on ine 114 152 1
Other pensions or superannuation 118
Unemployment insurance benefits (box 14 on the T4U siip) 119
Taxable amount of dividends from taxable Canadisn corporations 120
Interest and other investment income (sitach Schedule 4) 121
Net partnership income: imited or non-active partners only 122
Rental income Gross __ 160 IR Net 126
Taxable capi ing (sttach a Schedule 3 127
Alimony or maintenance income 128 6,000/ 00
Registered retirement income ol TARSP 129
Other income: 1%
Business income Gross 162 Net 138
Professional income Gross 164 Net 137
Commiesion income Gross 168 Net 1%
Farming income Gross 168 Net 141
Fighing income Gross 170 Net 143
_Workers' Compensation psyments 4“4

Social assistance psyments 145

Net federal supplements 148

Add ines 144, 145 and 148 > 147
TOTALINCOME 180 | 31,000/00 |
605 600




Step 4 . Tmble in Wanda Wolsy SIN: 100-000-005

Enter your total income from line 150. 200 31,000/00

Pension adjustment smount 208 1
_Registered pension plan contributions 207
R retirement contributions (attach 200
Annual union, professional, or s duss (box 44 on all T4 slips) 212
Child care expenses (sttach & completed Form T778) 214 10,000] 00
Aftendant care expenses 218
Business investment loes
Gross 228 | Alowsble 217
Moving expenses 219
Alimony or maintenance peid 220
Carrying charges and interest expenses (attach Schedule 4) 21
Exploration and development expenass (sitach Schedule 4) 24
_Other empioyment expenses 29
Other deductions
Specify: 232 I
Add lines 207 t0 224, 229and 232, __233= __10,000/00 P :_Lq:qi_o__}%
Line 200 minus ine 233. NET INCOME BEFORE ADJUSTMENTS 234 21,000/00
Social benefits repayment 25 b
Subtract line 235 from iine 234. NET INCOME __ 236 21,000;00
Accumulated forward-averaging amount withdrawal (sttach a completed Form T581) 237
Add ines 236 and 237 239 21,000(00
_Empioyee home relocation loan deduction (from all T4 siips) 248
Stock option and shares deductions (from all T4 slips) 249
_Other payments deduction 280
Limited partnership losses of other yesrs 281
Non-capital losses of other yeers 252
Net capital losses of other years (1972 to 1984) 253
Capital gaing deduction 254
Northern residents deductions (sttach a compisted Form T2222) 288
Additional deductions 258
Add lines 248 through 256.  257= <NIL> » <NIL>
Subtract line 257 from line 239. TAXABLE INCOME 260 | 21,000/00 |




Wanda Woley SIN: 100—000-005

Before you mail your retum, make sure you have sttached here all required information slips, completed
schedules, receipis and cofresponding statements.

Step § - Non-refundable tax credits
Basic personal smount Claim $6458.00 300 6,456 00
Age amount (f you wess bom in 1930 or earler) 301
Spousal amount
Compiete the following ceiculation:
Base amount
Subtract netincome
Spousal amount
(maximum ciaim $5,380.00) [ 4
Equivalent-to-spouse amount (sttach a compieted Schedule 5)
Amounts for infirm dependants age 18 or cider

(attach a compileted Schedule 8)
Canada or Quebec Persion Plan contributions

Contributions through employment from box 16 and box 17 on all
T4 slips (maimum $850.50) 08 583 |2
Contributions payable on seli~empioyment and other eamings
(attach a compieted Schedule 8) 310 | .

Unemployment Insurance premiums from box 18 on sl T4 siips 750100
Pension income amount (madmum $1,000)
Disability amount (claim $4,233)

. amount transferred from a other than
Tuition fees
Education amount
Tuition fees snd educstion amount traneferred from a chid

Amounts transferred from your spouse (sttach Scheduls 2)
Medical expenses (sttach receip) 330

Subtract 3% of ine 236 (max. $1,614) 630100
Sublotsl

Subtract medical expenses adjustment 331 |

Aliowable portion of medicsl expenses | > 332 |

Muliply the amounton ine 335 by 17% = 338 2,238176

5,380]00

o

[” " ]
geggaszs

Charitabie donations (from the caiculalion beiow) 349
76 |

Total non-refundable tax credits. 350 | 2,238
Charitable donations

Total charitable donations (sttach receipts) 0]
Caiculate 20% of the amount on line 236 4,200(00 @
Enter the lesser of (i) or (i) 340 [

_Cultural, ecological, and government gifts 342
Totsl donations 344

Line 344, maximum $200 us > 17% = 348

Line 344 minus ne 345 > a29% = 348

Allowsble portion of charitable donations(add lines 346 and 348)

Enter this amount on line 349 sbove. 349 |




Wanda Woley SIN: 1oo-ooo-ouz

Step 6 - Refund or Balance owing
FEDERAL TAX __ 406 1,331]24

Total federal polilical contributions (receipia) 400 ]
Federal political contribution tax credit 410 L
investment tax credit (aitach a Form T2038 . 412 L]
Labour-sponeored funds tax credit Netcost 413 |
Allowebls credit 414 .
Add ines 410, 412end 414. 416 <NIL> > <NIL>
Federal tax before federal individual surtax (subtract ine 416 from ine 408) 417 1,331)24
Federal individusl surtax 419 3994
Add fnes 417 and 419. NET FEDERAL TAX _ 420 1,371/18
Canada Pension Plen contr. on and other Schedule 8 421
Social benefits repayment (enter the amount from ine 235) 422
Provincial tax _Manitoba 428 482125
Add lines 420 through 428. TOTAL PAYABLE 435 1,853)43
Total income tax deducted off information a7 L
Canada Pension Plan overpayment 448 o
Unempioyment insurence overpeyment 490 i
Refund of investment tax credit (sttach Form T2038 (IND.)) 454 e
Part XI1.2 trust tax credit (box 38 on all T3 slips) 458 L
Em and GST rebate (sttach Form GST-370 a57 b
Tax paid by instsiments 476 L
Forward-averaging tax credit {from Form 7581) 478 °
Credits MB Y, ] 195{({00_ *
TOTAL CREDITS 482 195/00 » 19500
Subtract ine 482 from line 435. [ 1,658143 |
REFUND 484 BALANCE OWING 488 1,658(43
AMOUNT ENCLOSED 48 | |
DIRECT DEPOSIT REQUEST
Branch Institution Attach a cheque or money order
number number Account number paysbie to the Receiver
702 703 | | 704 | | General. Your payment is due no
701 Child Tax Benefit (CTB) ister than April 30, 1996.
dapositad into the same account
| certify that the information given on this return and in any documents attached is cotrect, complete
and fully discloses all my income.
Sign here Dste 08/07/97 Telephone (204) 489-8032
490 Person or firm peid to prepare this retum.
Name
Addr.
Prov. Postal code Tel.
Do not use 639 | | 1
this area e84 11 L1

RC-85-117



ederal and
Individual Im:omo!"“L (T 4

Step 1 - Identificati )=
Title: Mr i -

First name: Willie - _g
Last name: Whaffe = 4
cro: Alexandra [ _:aron'Z/
Addr.: 21-785 Dor.“. ‘texr 9
City: Winnipeq e __ =
Prov.: Manitoba . =
Postal code R3M ‘__ =
L F
=4
Prownceortorrimyofm . .oem:oyg
Manitoba — - ‘Z
o,

Province or territory of self-emp. i te . ¢-
N/A ___.!
if you became or ceased to be | “ca.-=ni ;
of Canada in 1895, give date of >
DD -7 g

*{

|8

entry:

R
Step 2 - Goods an - = ~vi-#
Are you applying for the goods w2 <anices 1

if yes, enter the numberof chllc . ~ureze 4
if yes, enter your spouse's netii -... . m ing

Step 3 - Total incoi .-
_Employment income (box 14 or =i - slics
Commissions (box42on sl T4 ..~
Other empioyment income . _
Od Secu ion(box 4 _on e T~AK -
Canada or Quebec Pension Pla teedt=iboy =
Disabiity benefits includedon i _*' _
Other pensions or superannusti 1

(. I8

I

'

Unempioyment insurence bene _ ‘tux 14 -0
Taxable amount of dividends frc ‘*ablem
Interest and other investment i - (attacr: 39>
Net partnership income: imitsd - . n-acl— ¢
Rental income e .
Taxable capi sttach e  ~oxaked S7in
Alimony or maintenanceincorr.
Registered retirement savings | .. 1 .2me (iu
Other income: _

Business income RN~
Professional income Cres _®
Commission income BRSH - N
Farming income _ouags .
Fishing income A3
Workers' Compensstion peym. _ __
Social sssistance psyments o
Netfedersisupplements =~ £

Add ines 1w S ang’

4f

- 97,

o]

| §¥% |

-



*R-unuo

Canada
SaIvIdUSl NGO fa TR
Individual income m

Step 1 - Identification
Mr

Tite: Mr Your SIN
First name: William
Last name: Whaffer Your date of birth:
cro: Alexandra M. Lamont Your language of comrespondence:
Addr:  21-785 Dorchester _English [X] _ French [']
City: Winnim ¥ this retum is for
Prov.: Manitoba 8 deceased pereon, DD MM YY
Postal code: R3M OPS onter the date of desth:
On December 31, 1905, you were:
1 Married 2 Common-iaw
3 Widowed 4 % Divorced
Province or tervitory of residence on December 31, 1905 5 Sepersied (.} Single
Manitoba Spouss’s SIN:
First name of your spouse:
Province or territory of seif-employment in 1985:
N/A Check this bax if your spouse was
if you became ot cessed %0 be 8 resident sel-employed in 1905: T [
of Canada in 1985, give date of:
DD MM 0D MM
entry: departure:
Step 2 - Goods and services tax (GST) credit
Are you applying for the goods and services tax credit ? veoe X 1 N [ ]2

If yes, enter the number of chikdren under age 18 on December 31, 1995 (¥ appiicable)
if yes, enter your spouse’s net income from line 236 of your spouse's return (If appiicable)

Step 3 - Total income
Employment income (box 14 on all T4 slips)

T 101 25,000(00

_ l

Commissions (box 42 on all T4 slips) 102
Cther employment income 104
Oid Age Security pension{box 18 on the TAMOAS) siip) 13
Canada or Quebec Pension Plan benefits(box 20 on the T4AA(P) slp) 114
Disability benefits inciucied on ine 114 152
Other pensions of superannustion 118
Unempioyment insurance benefiis (box 14 on the T4U siip) 19
Taxable amount of dividends from texable Cenadian corporstions 120
interest and other investment income (attach Schedule 4) 121
Net partnership income: imiled or non-aciive partners only 122
Rental income Gross 100 { Net 126
Taxable sitach 8 Schedule 3 1 14
Alimony or maintenance income 128
Regi retirement savi income ol T4RSP 120
Other income: 1%
Business income Gross 162 Net 138
Professional income Gross___ 184 Net 137
Commission income Gross __ 168 Net 1%
Farming income Gross 168 Net 141
Fishing income Groas 170 Net 143
Workers' Compensation payments 14
Social assistance psyments 148
Net federal supplements 148

Add ines 144, 145 snd 148. > w7

TOTALINCOME 180 25,000/ 00 |
805 600




Willam Whafter SIN: 603-680-75&

Step 4 - Taxable income
Enter your fotal income from ine 150. 200 25,000 I 00

Peneion adjustment smount 208 |
_Registerad pension plen contribulions 207
Reg retirement confributions (attach 208
Annual union, professional, or ke dues (box 44 on all T4 siips) 212
Chid care expenses (sitach a compisted Form T778) 214
Attendant care expeness 218
Business investment loss
Gross __ 228 ] Alowshls 217
Moving expenses _ 219
Alimony or maintenance peid 220 6,000100
Canying charges and interest expenses (sitech Schedule 4) 21
Expioration and development expenses (sttech Schedule 4) 24
Other empioyment expanses -
Other deductions
Specify: 22
Add ines 207 10 224, 220 and 232. _ 233= 6,000/00 P> ——g_:_q_p_ﬂ_q;q:
Line 200 minus ine 233. NET INCOME BEFORE ADJUSTMENTS 234 19,000!/00
_Social benefits repsyment 238 o
Subtract ine 235 from iine 234. NETINCOME 236 19,000/00
Accumuiated forward-averaging amount withdrawal (sttach a completed Form T581) a7
Addlines 236 and 237. 239 19,000/00
_Employee home relocation loan deduction (from all T4 slips) 248
Stock option and shares deductions (from all T4 siips) 249
Other payments deduction 250
Limited partnership iosses of other years 251
Non-capital losses of other yeers as52
Net capital losses of other years (1872 to 1684) 2583
Capital gains deduction 254
Northern residents deductions (sitach 8 completed Form T2222) 286
Additional deductions 258
Add lines 248 through 256.  257= <NIL> > <NIL>
Subtract ine 257 from line 239. TAXABLEINCOME 260 | 19,000/00 |




Willam Whafler SiN: 603-680-755

Before you mall your retum, meke sure you heve sitached here all required information slips, compieted
schedules, receipls and comesponding statements.

Step 5 - Non-refundable tax credits
Basic personal amount Claim $8.45600 300 6,456 00
Age amount (f you were bom in 1930 or earlier) 301
Spousal smount
Compiete the following caiculstion:
Bsse amount
Subtract your spouss’s net income
Spousal smount
(maximum claism $5,380.00) ]
Equi amount (sttach a Schedule
Amounts for infirm dependants age 18 or oider
(attach a completed Scheduls 8)
Canada or Quebec Pension Plan contributions
Contributions through employment from box 16 and box 17 on all
T4 slips (medmum $850.50)
Contributicne payable on selil-employment and other eamings
(attach a compieted Schedule 8)

> 303

308

308

308

310

Unempioyment insurance premiums from box 18 on all T4 siips 312
Pension income amount (medmum $1,000) 34
316

31

320

322

324

328

58320

750|100 °

Disability amount (claim $4,233)
i amount traneferred from a other than

Tuition fees

Education amount

Tuition fees and education amount trenefecred from a child

Amounts transferred from your spouse (sttach Schedule 2)
Medical expenses (sttach receipia) L
Subtract 3% of line 236 (max. $1,614) 570100
Sublotsl
Subtract medical expenses adjustment L [

Allowable portion of medical expenses 1 s |
Add ines 300 through 326 andine 332 336 ___7,789120

Multiply the amount on ine 335 by 17% = 338 1,324|16

Charitable donstions {from the caiculstion below) 349

16 |

Total non-refundable tax credits. 350 1,324
Charitable donation
Total charitable donations (sttach receipts) 0]

Caiculate 20% of the amount on fine 238 3,800{00 @

Enter the lesser of (i) or (i)

—t

Cuitursl and

}
|
1

b 17% = 348

_Line 344 minus fine 345 P st20% = 348

Allowsbie portion of charitable donations(add lines 346 and 348)
Enter this smount on ine 340 sbove. 349 |




Wiliam Whaffer SIN: 603-680-752

Step 6 - Refund or Balance owing
FEDERAL TAX 408 1,905|84
Total federal political contribulions (receipis) 400 [
Federal poiitical contribution tax credit 410 L
Investment tax credit (sttach & completed Form T2038 (IND.)) 412 hd
Labour-sponsored funds tax credit Netcost 413 1
Alloweble credit 414 °
Add ines 410, 412and 414. 416 <NIL> > <NIL>|
Federal tax before federal individusl surtax (subtract ine 418 from line 408) 417 1,905)84
Federal individual surtax 419 57118
Add ines 417 and 419, NET FEDERAL TAX _ 420 1,963]02
Canada Pension Plan contr. psyable on self-employment and other eamings, Schedule 8 421
Social benefits repayment (enter the amount from line 235) 422
Provincial tax _Manitoba a8 __1,321104
Add ines 420 through 428. TOTAL PAYABLE _ 435 3,284/06 °
Total income tax deducted (from all information slips) 497 *
Canada Pension Plan overpeyment 448 o
Unemployment insurance overpsyment 450 ¢
Refund of investment tax cradit (sttach Form T2038 (IND.)) 454 g
Part XII.2 trust tax credit (box 38 on &l T3 elips) 458 *
Empioyee and paritner GST rebate (sttach Form GST-370) a7 b
Tax paid by instaiments 476 b4
Forward-averaging tax credit (from Form T581) 478 b
Credits MB 479 g
TOTALCREDITS 482 | 4
Subtract ine 482 from ne 435. [ 3,284]06 ]
REFUND 484 | BALANCEOWING 485 3,284|06
AMOUNT ENCLOSED 488 | |
DIRECT DEPOSIT REQUEST
Branch Institution Altach a cheque of money order
number number Account number payable to the Receiver
702 703 | | 704 | J General. Your payment is due no
701 Chiild Tax Benefit (CTB) ister than Apri 30, 19986.
deposited into the same account
| certify that the information given on this retumn and in any documenis attached is correct, complets
and fully discicses all my income.
Sign here Detse 08/07/97 Telephone (204) 475-2692|
490 Person or firm peid to prepere this retum.
Name
Addr.
Prov. Postal code Tel.
Do not use 60 | | j
this area 684 | I A

RC-85-117



Jingle pontud, s

of Canada in 1995, give dele of-

DD MM DD MM

entry:

Revenue
el Conaca T1 GENERAL 1995
ederal and !g\_;;%
Individual income m
Step 1 - Ide on 7
Title: Ms. Your SIN 200-000-008 |
First name: Jolene DD MM YY
Last name: Jones Your date of birth: 06/04/60 |
clo: Alexandra M. Lamont Your lsnguage of cormespondence:
Addr.: 279 Yale Avenue _English [X] __ French 1
City: Winnipegq if this return is for
Prov.: Manitoba a decessed person, DD MM YY
Postal code: R3M 0J2 onter the date of death:
On December 31, 1985, you were:
1 Married 2 Common-law
3 Widowed 4 Divorced
Province or tefritory of residence on December 31, 1005 L] Sepersted 6 Single
Manitoba Spouss's SIN:
First name of your spouse:
Province or teritory of seif~employment in 1085:
| N/A Check this box f your spouse wes
If you became or cessed 10 be a resident seif-employed in 1905: 1 [

_deperture: __
Step 2 - Goods and services tax (GST) credit

Are you applying for the goods and services tax credit ? v K] 1 N []2
if yes, enter the number of children under age 19 on December 31, 1995 (if applicable) 2
if yes, enter your spouse’s net income from line 236 of your spouse’s retuimn (If applicable) |

Step 3 - Total income

_Employment income (bax 14 on all T4 slips) 101 50,000] 00
Commissions (box 42 on sl T4 siips) 102
Other empioyment income 104

id Age Security pension(box 18 on the T4AA(OAS) siip) 113
Canada or Quebec Pension Plan MMQM!QL 114
_Disabiity benefits included on ine 114
Other pensions or superannustion 118
Unemployment Insurance benefils (box 14 on the T4U siip) 119
Taxable amount of dividends from taxable Canadian cofporstions 120
Interest and other investment income (attach Schedule 4) 121
Net partnership income: imited or non-active partners only 122
Rental income Gross___ 160 | Net 128
Taxable capital gsins (attach a compieted Schedule 3) 114
Alimony or maintensnce income 128
Registered retirement income all TARSP 120
Other income: 130
Business income Gross 162 Net 138
Professional income Gross 164 Net_ 137
Commission income Gross 108 Net 130
Farming income Gross __ 188 Net 141
Fishing income Gross 170 Net 143
Workers' Compensstion peyments 4
Social assistance payments 145
Net federal supplements 148

Add lines 144, 145 and 148. > 147 |
TOTALINCOME 150 | 50,000/00 |
608 600




Jolane Jones SIN: 200-000-005

Step 4 - Taxable income

Enter your total income from line 150. 200 50,000]00
Pension amount 208 |
_Registered pension pisn contribuions w7
Registered refirement ssvings plan coniributions (sitach receipis) 208
Annual union, professional, or llss dues {box 44 on all T4 slips) 212
Chiid care expenses (sitach a complsted Form T778) 2 10,000/ 00
Altendant care expeness 218
Business investment loes
_Gross 228 [ Alowsble 217
Moving expenses 299
Alimony or msintsnance peid 220
Carrying charges and interest expenses (sttach Scheduls 4) 21
Exploration and development expeness (sttach Scheduis 4) 224
Other employment expenses 29
Other deductions
Specify: 32
Add ines 207 10224, 229and232. _233= __10,000[/00 P _49_%9_0_
Line 200 minus ine 233. NET INCOME BEFORE ADJUSTMENTS 234 40,000[00
Social benefits repayment 238 e
Subtract ine 235 from lne 234. NET INCOME 236 40,000]/00
Accumulated forward-averaging amount withdrawal (sttach a compieted Form T581) 237
Add ines 236 and 237. 239 40,000]00
Employee home relocation losn deduction (from all T4 slips) 248
Stock option and shares deductions (from all T4 slips) 240
Other payments deduction
Limited partnership losses of other years 251
Non-capital losses of other yeers 282
Net capital losses of other yeers (1972 to 1904) a5
Capital gaine deduction 284
Northem residents deductions (sitach & compisted Form T2222) 288
Additional deductions 256
Add lines 248 through 2568, 257= <NIL> > <NIL>
Subtract kne 257 from line 239. TAXABLEINCOME 260 | 40,000/00 |




Jolene Jonss

SIN: 200-000—00&

schedules, receipts and cormesponding statements.

Before you mail your return, make sure you have attached here all required information slips, compisted

Step 5 - Non-refundable tax credits

Basic personal amount

Claim $8,456.00

_Basic personal amount _
Age amount (if you were bom in 1930 or earfier)

6,456 00

Spousal amount
Compiets the following caiculaion:
Base amount

Subtract your spouse's net income

Spousal amount
(maximum claim $5,380.00)

Equf amount (sltach a8 Schedule

5,380/00

Amounts for infirm dependents age 18 or older
(attach a compisted Schedule 8)

Canada or Quebec Pension Plan contributions

Contributions through empioyment from box 16 snd box 17 on all

T4 madmum .50

850/50

Contributions paysbie on self-employment and other eamings

(attach a completed Schedule 8)

310 | °

Unemployment insurance premiums from box 18 on all T4 siips

1,271/140

Pension income amount (madimum $1,000)

Digability amount (claim $4,233)

Disability amount transfefred from a dependant other than spouse

Tuition fees

Education amount

Tuition fees and educsiion amount transfeired from a chid

Amounts transferred from your spouse (altach Scheduls 2)

T
L 3~ ]

Medical aitach 330

Subtract 3% of line 236 (max. $1,814)

Subtract medical expenses adjustment

Allowable portion of medical expenses

Charitable donations (from the caiculstion below)

84

Muliply the amount on ine 335 by 17% = 2,372
4

Charitable donations

Totsl non-refundeble tax credits. 350 | 2,372

84 |

Total charitable donations (attach receipts) )
Calculate 20% of the amount on line 236 8,000/00 @®
Enter the lesser of (i) or 340 |
Cutltural, ecological, and govemment gifta 42
Total donations 344
Line 344, maximum $200 s > 17% = 348
Line 344 minus ine 345 > t20% = 348

Allowable portion of charitable donations(add lines 348 and 348)

Entar this amount on ine 349 sbove. 349




Jolens Jonss 8IN: 200-000~008

Step 6 - Refund or Balance owing
FEDERAL TAX __ 408 5,363|76
Total federal political contributions (receipis) 400 {
Federal political contribution tax credit 410 L4
investment tax credit (sitach a completed Form T2038 (IND.)) 412 L4
Labour-sponsored funds tax credit Netcost 413 1
Alowsble credit 414 L]
Addlines 410, 412and 414. 416 <NIL> [ 2 <NIL>|
Federal tax before federal individual sustex (sublract ine 416 from line 408) 417 5,363|76
Federal individusl surtsx 419 160(91
Add ines 417 end 419. TAX 420 5,524]67
Canads Pension Plan contr. psyabls on sell-employment snd other samings Scheduls 8 421
Social benefits repayment (enter the amount from line 235) 422
Provincial tax Manitoba a8 —_3,434036
Add nes 420 through 428. TOTAL PAYABLE 438 8,938183
Total income tax deduciad (from all information elips) 97 L4
Canada Pension Plsn ovetpeyment 448 o
Unemployment Insurance overpsyment 450 L
Refund of investment tax credit (attach Form T2038 (IND.)) 454 °
Part XI).2 trust tax cyedit (box 38 on ol T3 slips) 488 L4
Employee and pertner GST rebate (sttach Form GSY-370) 467 L
Tax paid by instaiments 476 ®
Forward-averaging tax credit (from Form T581) 478 L4
Credits MB__ 4 5/00 °
TYOTAL CREDITS 482 5|00 P 5]00
Subtract ine 482 from line 435. [ 8,933]|83]
REFUND 484 BALANCE OWING 488 8,933:83
AMOUNT ENCLOSED 408
DIRECT DEPOSIT REQUEST
Branch Institution Attach a cheque or money order
number number Account number paysbie to the Receiver
702 | General. Your psyment is due no
later than April 30, 1006.
| certify that the information given on this retum and in any documents aitached is correct, compiete
and fully discicses all my income.
Sign here Dste 08/07/97 Telephone (204) 475-8266
490 Person or firm peid to prepare this retumn.
Name
Addr.
Prov. Postal code Tel__
Do not use e | 7’
this area o4 1 11 L1 |

RC-05-117
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individual income m 4

Step 1 - identification 17
Tite: Ms. Your SIN 200-000-001
Firet name: Henrietta DD MM YY
Last name: Chartreuse Your dete of bisth: 07/12/59
ClOo: Alexandra M. Lamont Your fanguage of comespondence:
Addr: 345 Wells Street _Englieh [X] _ French ||
City: Winnipeg ¥ this retum is for
Prov.: Manitoba & deceased person, DD MM YY
Postal code: R3N 3PS enter the date of desth:

On December 31, 1905, you were:

1 Married 2 % Common-iaw

3 Widowed 4 Divorced
Province or territory of residence on December 31, 1905 -] Sepersied ¢ Single
Manitoba Spouse's SIN:

First name of your spouse:
Province or territory of selif-employment in 1905:
N/A Check this box ¥ your spouse was
If you became or cessed to be a resident sel-empioyed in 1995: 1
of Canada in 1995, give date of-

DD MM DD MM
entry: deperture:

Step 2 - Goods and services tax (GST) credit
Are you applying for the goods and services tax credit ? v K] 1 N []2
If yes, enter the number of children under age 19 on December 31, 1805 (if appiicable) 2

If yes, enter your spouse's net income from line 236 of your spouse’s retum (If appiicable) |
Step 3 - Total income

Empioyment income (box 14 on all T4 siips) 101 1|00
Commissions (box 42 on all T4 elips) 102 1
Other employment income 104
Oid Age Security pension{box 18 on the TAA{OAS) slip) 113
Canada or Quebec Pension Pian benefita(box 20 on the T4AA(P) siip) 114
Disabiity benefits included on line 114 152 1
Other pensions or superannuation 15
Unemployment ingurance benefits (box 14 on the T4U slip) 119
Taxable amount of dividends from taxable Canadian corporstions 120
Interest and other investment income (attach Scheduls 4) 121
Net partnership income: imited or non-active partners only 12
Rental income Gross 160 [ Net__12¢
Taxable sttach a Schedule 3 o
Alimony ot maintenance income 128
Reg retirement income ol TARSP 129
Other income: _ 13
Business income Gross 162 Net 138
Professional income Gross 184 Net 137
Commission income Gross 188 Net 1%
Farming income Gross 168 Net 141
Fishing income Gross 170 Net__ 143
Workers' Compensation payments 14
Social assistance payments 145
Net federal supplements 148
Add lines 144, 145 and 146. > 147 |
TOTALINCOME 150 | 1100 |
60S 800




Step 4 - Taxable income

SIN: 900-000-005

1/00

Enter your total income from ne 150. 200

Pension sdiustment amount 208 |
_Registered pension plan contributions 07
Reg retirement contribulions (attach 08
Annual union, professional, or liks dues (box 44 on all T4 elips) 212
Child care expenses (sitach a compieted Form T778) 24
Attendant care expenses 218
Business investment loss
Gross___ 228 I Allowable 217

_Moving expenses 219
Alimony or maintenance peid 220
Carrying charges and interest expenses (sitach Scheduls 4) b -4
_Exploration and development expenses (attach Schedule 4) 224
Other employment expenses 2
Other deductions

Specify: 2

Add ines 207 10 224, 220 and 232 233= <NIL> > <NIL>|

Line 200 minus ine 233. NET NCOME BEFORE ADJUSTMENTS 234 1/00
Social benefils repayment 238
Subtract ine 235 from line 234. NET INCOME 236 ~1{00
Accumulated forwerd-averaging amount withdrawal (sttach 8 completed Form T581) 237

Addines 236and237. 239

1/00

Employee home relocsiion iosn deduction (from sl T4 siips)
Stock option and shares deductions ol T4

Other payments deduction

Limited partnership losses of other years

Non-capital losses of other years

Net capital iosses of other years (1872 to 1964)
- ins deduct

Capital gains deductia
Northern residents deductions (sttach a completed Form 72222)
Additional deductions

Add ines 248 through 256. <NIL> >

FTITTITY

Subtract ine 257 from line 239. TAXABLE INCOME 260 [

1{00 ]




Henristia Chartreuse 8IN: 900*000-00§

Before you mail your retum, make sure you have sttached here all required information silips, complsted
schedules, receipts and commesponding statements.

Step § - Non-refundable tax credits
Basic personsl smount Claim $6 456.00 300 6,456|00
Age amount (if you were born in 1830 or esrfier) n
Spousal amount
Complete the following caiculation:
Base smount
Subtract net income
Spousal amount
(maximum ciaim $8,380.00) | > 303
Equivalent-to-spouss amount (sttach a completed Scheduls 5) - 086 5,380/00
Amounts for infirm dependants age 18 or cider
(attach a compieted Schedule 8) 308 1
Canada or Quebec Pension Plan contributions
Contributions through employment from box 16 and box 17 on all

T4 siips (maximum $850.50) 308 | i
Contributions peyable on seli-employment snd other eamings
(attach a compieted Schedule 8) 310 | o
Unem insurance sums from box 18 on all T4 M2 L]
Pension income amount (maximum $1,000) 314
Disability amount (claim $4,233) 316
Disability amount trensferred from a dependant other than spouse 318
Tuition fees 320
Education amount 22
Tuition fees and education smount transferred from a child 324
Amounts transferred from your spouse (attach Schedule 2) 320
‘Medical expenses (sitach receipts) 33
Subtract 3% of line 236 (max. $1,614) 003
Subtotal
Subtract medical expenses adjustment 331 |
Allowable portion of medical expenses [ > 332 I

Add lines 300 through 326 andine 332 _ 335 11.836100

Multiply the smounton ine 335 by 17% =___ 338 2,012'12

Charitable donations (from the caiculation below) 349
Total non-refundable tax credits. 350 | 2,012[12 |

Charitable donations
Total charitable donations (sttach receipts) 0]
Caiculate 20% of the smount on line 238 0i20 @@

-

Cuttural, ecological, snd govemment gifts
Total donations

& £8

> t17% = 348
Line 344 minus ine 345 > t20% = 38

Allowsbile portion of charitable donations(add fines 348 and 348)
Enter this smount on ine 349 sbove. 349 |

Line 344, maximum $200




Henrislta Chartreuse SIN: 300-000-001
Step 6 - Refund or Balance owing 4
FEDERAL TAX __ 406 l
Total federal political contribulions (receipis) 400 |
Federal poliical contribution tex credit 410 ®
Investment tax credit (aitach a Form T2038 . 412 °
Labour-sponeored funds tax credit Netcost 413 |
Allowablecredit 414 ®
Add ines 410, 412 and 414. __ 416 <NIL> > __ _<NIL>|
Federal tax before federal individual surtax (sublract ine 416 from line 408) 417
Federal individual surtax 419
Add ines 417 and 419. NET FEDERAL TAX 420
Canada Pension Plan contr. on and other Schedule 8 421
Social benefits repsyment (enter the amount from ine 235) 422
Provincial tax __Manjtoba 428
Add ines 420 through 428. TOTAL PAYABLE 438 <NIL> .
Total income tax deducted all information 437 L4
Canada Pension Plan overpeyment 448 L
Unempioyment insurance overpayment 450 L
Refund of investment tax credit (attach Form T2038 (IND.)) 454 °
Part XII.2 trust tax credit (box 38 on all T3 slips) 458 e
Employee and partner GST rebete (sttach Form GST-370) 457 L]
Tax paid by instaiments 4% °
Forward-averaging tax credit (from Form T581) 478 o
Credits MB 479 404(99
TOTAL CREDITS 482 404(99 b 404 |99
Subtract ine 482 from line 435. [ =404 199 |
REFUND 434 40499 BALANCEOWING 485
AMOUNTENCLOSED 488 | ]
Attach a cheque or money order
peyable to the Receiver
i General. Your payment is due no
ister then April 30, 1996.
| certify that the information given on this return and in any documents attached is correct, complete
and fully discloses all my income.
Sign here Dete 03/07/97 Telephone (204) 475—6231.],
490 Person or firm peid to prepare this retum.
Name
Addr.
Prov. Postal code Tel.
i Donotuse 6% | j
this area e84 1 1l [ 1]

RC-85-117
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T OVCED HET Vocam%cm ,%M

Province or teritory of residence on December 31, 1995
Manitoba

Province or territoty of self-employment in 1905:
N/A

Wl Coneda: cluld sefppott 10 0ot CEERAL 1996
o ‘“"..:::.*.——*-@‘mm possut g atolen

n ual
Step 1 - Identification 9 55 5600@) oca. 7
Title: Mr. Your SIN 639~ =397
First name: Henry DD MM YY
Last name: Green Your date of birth: 07/08/69
cro: Alexandra M. Lamont Your lenguage of correspondence:
Addr: 21-785 Dorchester Avenue Englieh [X] __ French ]
City: Winnipeg I¥ this retum is for
Prov.: Manitoba 8 decessed person, DD MM YY
Postal code: R3M 0J6 onter the dete of desth:

On December 31, 1985, youm

= IEEET

Spouse’s SIN:
First name of your spouse:

if you became or ceesed to be a resident
of Canada in 1995, give date of:

DD MM 0D MM

ontry:

Check this box if your spouse was
sel-employed in 1965: 1 []

Are you applying for the goods and services tax credit ?

If yes, enter the number of children under age 19 on December 31, 1985 (¥ applicable)
If yes, enter your spouse's net income from ine 236 of your spouse’s return (if spplicable)

Step 3 - Total income
Employment income (box 14 on s T4 slips)

departure:
Step 2 - Goods and services tax (GST) credit

] 2

Yo X 1 No

_ l

101 50,000/00

Commissions (box 42 on sl T4 slips) 102 J|
Other employment income 104
_Oid Age Security pension(box 18 on the TAA(OAS) siip) 113
Canada or Quebec Pension Plan MbgzoonﬂnTM(P)Q) 14
Disabiiity benefits included on line 114 ]
Other pensions of supsrannustion 118
Unemployment Insurance benefits (box 14 on the T4U siip) 119
Taxabie amount of dividends from taxable Canadian cofporations 120
Interest and other investment income (sitach Schedule 4) 121
Net partnership income: imited or non-acive partners only 122
Rental income Gross 160 1 Net 126
Taxabile capital gsins (sttach a compisted Schedule 3) 127
Alimony or maintenance income 12
Regk retirement savi income all TARSP 120
Other income: _ 130
Business income Gross 162 Net 135
Professional income Gross __ 164 Net 137
Commission income Gross 168 Net 1%
Farming income Gross 168 Net 141
Fishing income Gross 170 Net 143
Workers' Compensation payments 4
Social sssistance payments 145
Net federal supplements 148

Add ines 144, 145 and 1486. > w7

TOTALINCOME 180 | 50,000[00 |
605 600




Henry Gresn SIN: 639-118-39&

Step 4 - Taxable income
Enter your total income from fine 150. 200 50,000(00
Pension adjustment amount o0 i
_Registered pension pisn contributions il
Registered retirement contributions (sitach 208
Annual union, professional, or ks dues (box 44 on all T4 elips) 212
Chid care expenses (sitach a compieted Form T778) 214
Attendant care expenses 218
Business investment loes
Gross _ 228 ] _Allowsble 217
Moving expenses 219
Alimony or maintenance peid 220
Carrying charges and interest expenses (attech Scheduis 4) b~ 4|
Exploration and development expenses (sttach Schedule 4) 24
Other empioyment expeness 220
Other deductions
Specify: n2
Add ines 207 10 224 220and232. _ 233= <NIL> > I
Line 200 minus ine 233. NET INCOME BEFORE ADJUSTMENTS 234 50,000]00
Social benefits repayment 238
Subtract line 235 from ine 234. NETINCOME 238 50,000]/00
Accumulated forward-averaging amount withdrawal (sttach a completed Form T581) 237
Add ines 236 and 237. 239 50,000{00
Employee home relocation ioen deduction (from all T4 siips) 248
Stock option and shares deductions (from all T4 slips) 240
_Other payments deduction 280
Limited partnership lossss of other years 251
Non-capital iosses of other years 282
Net capital losses of other yeers (1972 to 1964) 25
Capital gains deduction a4
Northern residents deductions (attach a completed Form T2222) 258
Additional deductions 288
Add ines 248 through 256. __ 257= <NIL> | 2 <NIL>
Subtract line 257 from line 239. TAXABLEINCOME 260 | 50,000/00 |




Henry Gresn SIN: 639-118-3 95

Before you mail your return, make sure you have sttached here all required information slips, compieted
scheduies, receipis and comesponding statements.

Step § - Non-refundable tax credits
Basic personal amount Claim $8458.00 300 6,456]00
Age amount (if you were bom in 1930 or earlier)
Spousal amount
Compiete the following caiculation:
Base amount
Subtract your spouse’s net income
Spousal amount
(maximum clsim $5,380.00) | »
Equivalent-to-spouse smount (sitach a completed Schedule 5)
Amounts for infirm dependents age 18 or oider
(attach a compieted Scheduls 8)
Canada or Quebec Pension Plan contributions
Contributions through employment from box 16 and box 17 on all

T4 siips (maximum $850.50) 308 850[50
Contributions paysble on selif-employment and other eemings
(attach a completed Schedule 8) 310 | o
Unempioyment insurance premiums from box 18 on all T4 slips M2 1,271(40 ¢
Pension income smount (maximum $1,000) 314
Disability amount (clsim $4,233) 316
Disabiity amount transferved from & dependant other than spouse n
Tuition fees 320
Education amount 322
Tuition fees and educstion smount traneferred from a chid 324
Amounts transferred from your spouse (attach Schedule 2) 320
Medical expenses (attach receipts) 330
Subtract 3% of ine 236 (max. $1,614) 1.500(00
Subtotal
Subtract medical expenses adjustment 331 ]
Allowable portion of medical expenses | > 332

Add ines 300 trough 326 andne332 36 __8,577[90

Multiply the amounton ine 335 by 17% = 338 1,458|24

Charitable donations (from the calculation below) 349
Total non-refundable tex credits. 350 | 1,458 (24 |

Charitable don n

Total charitable donations (sttach receipis) ()]
Calculate 20% of the amount on fine 238 10,000[00 @@
Enter the lesser of (i) or (i) 340
Cultural and 342
Total donations 344
Line 344, maximum $200 us > 17% = 348
Line 344 minus lne 345 > t20% = M8

Allowable portion of charitable donations(add fines 346 and 348)
Enter this smount on ine 349 sbove. 349 |




Gresn SIN: 639-118-3‘.2

Step 6 - Refund or Balance owing

FEDERAL TAX 408 8,878]36
Total federsl political contributions (receipis) 400 |
Federal poiitical contribution tax credit 410 ®
Investment tax credit (sttach a8 Form T2038 A 412 ]
Labour-aponsored funds tax credit Netcost 413 |
Allowsbie credit 414 L
Add ines 410, 412and 414. __ 416 <NIL> > <NIL>|
Federal tax before federal individual surtax (subtract ine 418 from line 408) 417 8,878|36
Federal individual surtax 419 26635
Add ines 417 and 419. NET FEDERAL TAX 420 9,144(71
Canada Pension Plan contr. on and other Schedule 8 421
Social benefits repsyment (enter the amount from line 235) 422
Provincial tax Manjtoba 428 6,016!75
Add lines 420 through 428. TOTAL PAYABLE 438 15,161/46 °
Total income tax deducted (from all information siips) 437 b
Canada Pension Plsn oveipayment 448 o
_Unemployment insurance overpsyment 450 ®
Refund of investment tax credit (sttach Form 72038 (IND.)) 484 b
Part XII.2 trust tax credit (box 38 on il T3 slips) 458 L
Employee and pertner GST rebate (sitach Form GST-370) 457 L
Tax paid by instaiments 476 L4
Forward-averaging tax credit (from Form T581) 478 L
Credits MB 479 L4
TOTALCREDITS 482 >
Subtract ine 482 from ne 435. [ 15,161[46 |
REFUND 484 | BALANCEOWING 485 15,161/46
AMOUNT ENCLOSED 488
DIRECT DEPOSIT REQUEST
Branch Institution Attach a cheque or money order
number number Account number paysbie to the Receiver
702 703 || 704 | | General. Your payment is due no
701 Child Tax Benefit (CTB) lster than April 30, 1996.
de into the account

| certify that the information given on thia return and in sny documents sttached is commect, complete
and fully discioses all my income.

Sign here Dete 05/03/97 Telephone (204) 475-2692|

490 Person of firm peid to prepere this return.
Name
Addr.
Prov. Postsl code Tel.

Do not use

o not un s [ ] i e B

RC-95-117




Revenue

Divericky OMW( /amwr
rececrtug © ull

Canada 0 G ERAL 1995
Inaleiciual QoS i oI 2 320 )/g)[;ﬁ«;’so( %)
naivigua J5- .
Step 1 - lde ¢ [7]
Title: Ms. Your SIN £00-000-002
First name: Diane DD MM YY
Last name: Dobson Your date of birth: 04/05/64
clo: Alexandra M. Lamont Your lsnguage of correspondence:
Addr.: 47 Harvard Avenue _English _[xl French ]
City: Winnipeg If this returmn is for
Prov.: Manitoba s deceased person, DD MM YY
Postal code: R3M 0J6 _enter the date of desth:
On December 31, 1005, you were:
1 Married 2 Common-law
3 a Widowed 4 % Divorced
Province or territory of residence on December 31, 1905 5 Separated 6 Single
Manitoba Spouse's SIN:
First name of your spouse:
Province or territory of self-employment in 1095:
N/A Check this box if your spouse wes
If you became or ceased to be a resident sel-employed in 1995: 1 [
of Canada in 1995, give dete of
0D MM 0D MM
ontry: _deperture:
Step 2 - Goods and services tax (GST) credit
Are you applying for the goods and services tax credit ? Yo [K] 1 N [ ]2

if yes, enter the number of children under age 19 on December 31, 1965 (¥ appiicable)
If yes, enter your spouse’s net income from fine 236 of your spouse's retum (if appiicable)

Step 3 - Total income
Employment income (box 14 on all T4 slips)

—

101 25,000]00

Commissions (box 42 on all T4 slips) 102 1
Other employment income 104
Oid Age Security pension{box 18 on the TAA(OAS) sfip) 13
Canada or Quebec Pension Plen benefits(box 20 on the T4A(P) siip) 14
Disabiiity benefits included on line 114 152
Other pensions of supsrannusiion 118
Unemployment Insurance benefits (box 14 on the T4U slip) 119
Taxable amount of dividends from tmxabie Canadian corporations 120
interest and other investment income (attach Schedule 4) 121
Net partnership income: imited or non-active partners only 122
Rental income Gross 160 | Net 128
Taxable attach @ Schedule 3 r
Alimony of maintensnce income 128
Regk retirement income ol TARSP 129
Other income: 130
Business income Gross 162 Net 138
Professional income Gross___ 184 Net_ 137
Commission income Gross 168 Net 13
Farming income Gross 168 Net 141
Fishing income Gross __ 170 Net 143
Workers’ Compensation peyments “
Social assistance payments 145
Net federal supplements 148
Add ines 144, 145 and 146. > 147
TOTALINCOME 180 | 25,000|00 |




Diane Dobaon $IN: 800-000-00
Step 4 - Taxable income %

Emter your folal income from ine 150. 200 25,000[00

Pension amount 208 |
_Registered pension pien contsibulions a7
Regi retirement contribulions (attach 208
Annusl union, professionsl, of ke duss (box 44 on all T4 slips) 212
Child care expenses (sitach a compisted Form T778) 214 10,000]00
Aftendant care expenses 218
Business investment loss
Gross __ 228 | Allowsble 217
_Moving expenses 219
Alimony or maintsnance paid 220
Carmying charges and interest expenses (attsch Scheduls 4) 21
Exploration and development expenses (sitach Schedule 4) 224
_Other employment expenses 20
Other deductions
___Specity: 32 l
Addlines 207 0224 220 and 232 233= _ 10,000[{00 P _m_._o_qg_’_gp_
Line 200 minus line 233. NET INCOME BEFORE ADJUSTMENTS 234 15,000( 00
Social benefits repayment 235 °
Subtract line 235 from ine 234. NETINCOME 238 15,000/00
Accumulated forward-averaging smount withdrewal (sitach a completed Form T581) 237
Addlines238end237. 239 __ 15,000/00

Em home relocslion loen deduction ol T4
Stock o and shares deductions ol T4
Other payments deduction
Limited pertnership losses of other years
Non-capital losses of other yeers
Net capital iosses of other years (1872 to 1994)
_Capital gains deduction

Northern residents deductions (aitach a compisted Form T2222)

Additional deductions
Add ines 248 through 256 <NIL> > <NIL>
Subtract ne 257 from ine 239. TAXABLEINCOME 260 [_15,00000 |

ARRRERRERR




Diane Oobson SIN: 800-000-005

Before you maill your retum, maks sure you heve sttached here all required information slips, compieted
schedules, receipts snd comeaponding statements.

Step § - Non-refundable tax credits
Basic personal amount Claim $6.456.00 00 6,456,000
Age amount (if you were bom in 1930 or earfier) 301
Spousal amount
Compiete the following calculstion:
Bsse amount
Subtract your spouse’s net income
Spousal amount
(maximum claim $5,380.00) |
Equivalent: smount (sttach a Schedule 5)
Amounts for infirm dependents age 18 or oider
(attach a compieted Schedule 8)
Canada or Quebec Pension Plen contribulions
Contributions through employment from box 16 and box 17 on all
T4 slips (maximum $850.50)
Contributions payabile on sell-empioyment and other eamings
(attach 8 compieted Schedule 8)

» 303

308

308

308

310

Unemployment insurance premiume from box 18 on il T4 siips 312
Pension income amount (madmum $1,000) 314
316

s

320

2

324

328

Disability amount (claim $4,233)

Disability amount transferred from a dependant other than spouss
Tuition fees

Education amount
Tuition fees and educstion smount transferred from a child

Amounts trensferred from your spouse (sitach Schedule 2)

Medical expenses (aitach receipts) 330
Subtract 3% of ine 236 (max. $1,814) 450100
Subtotal

Subtract medical expenses adjustment 334 |

Aliowable portion of medical expensss | > 332 |
Add ines 300 through 326 and ine 332 __ 335 13.169/20

Multiply the smount on ine 335 by 17% = __ 338 2,238|76

Charitable donations (from the cailcuistion below) 349
Total non-refundsble tax credits. 350 | 2,238[76

Charitable donations
Total charitable donations (sttach receipts) 0]
Calculate 20% of the amount on line 238 3,000/00 @@
Enter the lesser of (i) or (i) 340 |
Cultural and ment 42
Total donations 344
Line 344, maximum $200 345 > at17% = 348
Line 344 minus line 345 > #20% = 348
Allowsble portion of charitsble donstione(add ines 348 and 348)
Enter this amount on ine 340 sbove. 349




Dlsne Dobson

Step 6 - Refund or Balance owing

SIN: BOO-OOO—OOi

FEDERAL TAX 408 311|24
Total federal political contribulions (receipis) 00 1
Federal political contribution tax credit 410 b
Investment tax credit (sttach a complsted Form T2038 (IND.)) 412 L
Labour-sponsored funds tex credit Netcost 413 1
Aflowable credt 414 o
Add ines 410, 412end 414 416 <NIL> > <NIL>
Federal tax before federal individual surtsx (subtract ine 416 from ine 408) a7 31124
Federal individual surtax 419 934
Addines 417 and 419. NETFEDERALTAX 420 ___ 320/58
Canada Pension Plan contr. on and other Scheduls 8 421
Social benefits repgyment (enier the amount from line 235) 422
Provincial tax Manitoba 428
Add ines 420 through 428. TOTAL PAYABLE 438 320(58
Total income tax deducted (from all information slips) 437 .
Canada Pension Plan overpeyment 448 hd
_Unemployment Insurance overpayment 450 ®
Refund of investment tax credit (attach Form T2038 (IND.)) 464 b
Part XIl.2 trust tax credit {(box 38 on all T3 slips) 488 °
Employee and pertner GST rebate (attach Form GST-370) 487 b
_Tax paid by instaiments _ 4768 °
Forward-averaging tax credit (from Form T581) 478 °
Credits MB &M 255(00
TOTAL CREDITS 482 255/00 P 255100
Subtract ne 482 from line 435. I 6558 |
REFUND 484 [ BALANCEOWING 485 6558
AMOUNTENCLOSED 4868 [ ]
DIRECT DEPOSIT REQUEST
Branch Institution Attach a cheque or money order
number number Account number payabie to the Receiver
702 703 || 708 | ] General. Your payment is due no
701 Chiild Tax Benefit (CTB) later than April 30, 1896.
into the same account
| certify that the information given on this retum and in any documentis attached is correct, complete
and fully discioses all my income.
Sign here Dets 08/07/97 Telephone (204) 475-8266
490 Pergon or fym paid to prepere this retum.
Name
Addr.
Prov. Postal code Tel.
Do not use 6 [ 1
this srea o4 I 14 1]

RC-85-117
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tep 1 - identification [7]
T'ﬂet Mr Your SIN 500=-000-005
First name: David DD MM YY
Last name: Deanery Your dete of bisth: 03/04/56
cro: Alexandra M. Lamont Your language of comespondence:

Addr:  21-785 Dorchester Avenue __English IX] __ French 1
City: Winnipeg ¥ this retum is for
Prov.: Manitoba a deceased person, DD MM YY
Postal code: R3M OP5 onter the dale of desth:
On December 31, 1605, you were:
1 Married 2 Common-iaw
3 Widowed 4 Divorced
Province or territoty of residence on December 31, 1905 5 Sepersted e Single
Manitoba Spouse's SIN:
First name of your spouse:
Province or territory of sel-employment in 1895:
N/A Check this box If your spouse wes
If you became or ceased to be a resident sei-employed in 1965: 1 [
of Canada in 1895, give dete of
DD WM DD MM
entry: departure:
Step 2 - Goods and services tax (GST) credit
Are you applying for the goods and services tax credR ? ves X] 1 N [ ]2

If yes, enter the number of children under age 19 on December 31, 1995 (f applicable)
If yos, enter your spouse’s net income from ine 238 of your spouse’s retum (¥ applicable)

Step 3 - Total income

Em ent income 14onal T4 101 25,000/ 00
Commissions (box 42 on ol T4 siips) 102 1
Other employment income 104
Oid Age Security pension(box 18 on the T4A(OAS) elip) 113
Canada or Quebec Pension Plan benefite(box 20 on the TM(P) !p) 14
Disabiity benefits included on fine 114 1
Other pensions or superannustion 118
Unemployment insurance benefils (box 14 on the T4U elip) 119
Taxable amount of dividends from tsxmble Canadisn corporations 120
Interest and other investment income (sitech Schedule 4) 121
Net partnership income: mited or non-gclive pastners only 122
Rental income Gross __ 160 1 Net 128
Taxabile capi sltach a Schedule L4
Alimony of maintenance income 128
Reg retirement income ol TARSP 129
Other income: 1%
Business income Gross 162 Net 138
Professional income Gross 184 Net 137
Commission income Gross _ 168 Net 139
Farming income Gross __ 168 Net 141
Fighing income Gross 170 Net__ 143
Workers' Compensation payments “u
Social assiatance payments 148
Net federal supplements 148
Add ines 144, 145 and 148. > 147
TOTALINCOME 150 | 25,000(00 |




Step 4 - Taxable income Ouvid Deanery SIN: soo-ooo-ooi

Enter your total income from ine 150. 200 25,000|00

Pension adjustment amount 208 |
_Registered pansion pian contributions 07
Registered retirement savings plen contributions (attech recsipls) 208
Annual union or bke dondlT4 212
Child care expenses (sitach 8 completed Form T778) 214
Attendant care expenses 218
Business investment ices
Gross 228 I Alowabls 217
_Moving expenses 21
Alimony ot maintensnce paid 220
wﬁ Lo
Exploration and development epenses (attach Scheduls 4) 24
_Other empioyment expenses
Other deductions
Specity: 232
Add ines 207 t0 224, 229 and 232.  _233= <NIL> | 4 <NIL>!|
Line 200 minus ine 233. NET INCOME BEFORE ADJUSTMENTS 234 25,000]00
Social benefits repayment 238
Subtract line 235 from line 234. NETINCOME 236 25,000/(00
Accumuisted forward-averaging smount withdrawal (sttach a compieted Form T581) 237
Addlines 236 and 237. 239 25,0001/00
Employee home relocation loan deduction (from all T4 slips) 48
Stock option and shares deductions (from all T4 slips) 40
Other payments deduction 250
Limited partnership losses of other years as1
Non-capitai losses of other years 252
Net capital losses of other yeers (1972 to 1964) 283
Capital geins deduction a4
Notthern residents deductions (sitach s compieted Form T2222) 286
Additional deductions 25
Add lines 248 through 258.  257= <NIL> | 4 <NIL>
Subtract ine 257 from fline 236. TAXABLE INCOME 260 | 25,000 OOI




David Desnery

8IN: 500-000~005

Before you mail your return, make sure you have sitached hers
schedules, receipts and comresponding ststements.

ol required information slips, completed

Step 5 - Non-refundable tax credits
Basic parsonal amount

Claim $8.458.00 _ 300

6,456|00

Age amount (if you were bom in 1930 or sarier)
Spousal amount
Compiets the following caiculation:
Base amount

Subtract your spouse's net income

Spousal amount
(maximum clsim $5,380.00)

Equivalent-to-spouss smount (attach a compieted Schedule S)
Amounts for infrm dependants sge 18 or oider

(attach a compieted Schedule 6)

Canada or Quebec Pension Plan contribuions
Contributions through employment from box 16 and box 17 on all

T4 siips (maximum $850.50)

583{20

Contributions paysbie on self-employment and other eamings
(attach a compieted Schedule 8)

|

Unemployment insurance from box 18 on all T4

750|00 o

Pension income amount (maxdmum $1.000)

Disability amount (claim $4,233)

Disabiiity amount transferred from a dependant other than spouse

Tuition fees

Education amount

Tuition fees and educstion amount transfeired from a child

Amounts transferred from your spouse (attach Scheduls 2)

v
RBgBz328 3 8 & 8¢&

Medical aitach 39

230,00

Subtract 3% of ine 236 (max. $1,614)
Subtotal

_Subtract medical expenses adjustment 1

|

Aliowable of medical

| > 332 [

Add ines 300 through 326 and ine 332 __ 336 7.789]20
Multiply the amount on line 335 by 17% = 338

1,324

Charitable donstions (from the caiculation below)

16

349

Total non-refundable tex credits. 350 | 1,324 16[
Charitable donations

Total charitable donaions (sttach receipts) ®
Caiculate 20% of the amount on ine 238 5,000/00 @
Enter the lesser of (i) or (i) 340 |
Cultural, ecological, and government gifts 342

Total donstions 44
Line 344, maximum $200 345 > at17% = M8

Line 344 minus ine 345 b at20% = 348
Allowable portion of charitable donatione(add ines 348 and 348)

Enter this amount on ine 349 above. 349




Oavid Desnery SIN: 500-000-~005

Step 6 - Refund or Balance owing
FEDERAL TAX 408 2,925]/84
Total federal poliical contribulions (receipts) 00 [
Federal political contribution tax credit 410 L
investment tax credit (attach s completed Form T2038 (IND.)) 412 L]
Labour-sponsored funds tax credit Netcost 413
Allowsbie credit 414 °
Add lines 410, 412 and 414. 416 <NIL> > <NIL>]
Federal tax before federal individual surtex {subtract ine 418 from ine 408) a7 2,925 84
Federal individual surtax 419 87]78
Add ines 417 snd 419. NET FEDERAL TAX 420 3,013)62
Canada Pension Plen contr. on and other Schedule 8 421
Social benefils repayment (enter the amount from ine 235) 422
Provincial tax _Manitoba 428 2,021 144
Add ines 420 through 428. TOTAL PAYABLE _ 438 5,035]06
Total income tax deducted (from all information slips) 43 e
Canada Pension Plen overpayment 448 o
Unemployment insurence ovefpayment 450 .
Refund of investmant tax credit (attach Form T2038 (IND.)) 484 b
Part XII.2 trust tax credit (box 38 on all T3 siips) 458 L
Employee and pertner GST rebate (sttach Form GST-370) 457 o
Tax paid by instaiments 476 o
Forward-averaging tax credit (from Form T581) 478 A
Credits MB a9 b
TOTALCREDITS 482 | g
Subtract ine 482 from line 435. |___5,035[06 |
REFUND 484 | BALANCEOWING 485 5,035]06
AMOUNT ENCLOSED a8 | |
DIRECT DEPOSIT REQUEST
Inetitution Attach a cheque or money order
number number Account number payable to the Receiver
702 703 704 | | General. Your peyment is due no
Child Tax Benefit (CTB) ister than April 30, 1996.
ited the
| certify that the information given on this return and in any documents aitached is correct, compiete
and fully discioses all my income.
Sign here Daste 05/03/97 Telephone (204) 475-2692|
490 Person or firm paid 10 prepare this retum.
Name
Addr.
Prov. Postal code Tel.
Do not use 0 | | ;’
this area 684 P11 111
RC-95-117





